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ABSTRACT 

The Austin (Texas) Independent School District served 
4,143 students with limited English proficiency in 1936-87. The 
native language breakdovm was 87% Spanish, 5% Vietnamese, and 8% 
other language groups. The students w*re served throagh either the 
Transitional Bilingual Education program (TBE) or English as a Second 
Language program (ESL). The TBE, which provided dual-language 
instruction, is available to Spanish speakers in pre-kindergarten 
through grade 8 and Vietnamese speakers in kindergarten through grade 
6. The ESL provides intensive English instruction to other students; 
it is a sequential English language instruction program in the skills 
of listening, speaking, and writing. The ESL also addresses the 
cultural heritage of both the primary language and of the United 
States. Title VII federal funds have been used for the regular 
secondary program for Hispanics since 1985-86. Results of evaluation 
of the TBE, ESL, and Title VII program provide insights into student 
Spanish and English language mastery, dropout rates, enrollment and 
retention rates, general academic achievement and failure, teacher 
training, student tutoring, curriculum development, and parental 
involvement. The report includes extensive tabulated data and other 
supporting materials, and provides 11 appendices. (TJH) 
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/UfTKOR: Nancy Baenen Schuyler 
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The Austin Independent School District (AISD) served 4,143 students with 
limited English proficiency (LEP) in 1986-87; 87% were Spanish speakers, 5% 
were Vietnamese, and 8% represented 49 other language groups. LEP students in 
AISD are served through one of two basic programs— Transitional Bilingual 
Education (TBE) and English as a Second. Language (ESL). TBE, which provides 
dual language instruction, is available to Spanish speakers at grades pre-K 
through 8 and Vietnamese speakers at grades K-6. ESL provides intensive 
English instruction to other LEP students. Only those who decline service by 
these programs are not served. 

Title VII federal funds have been utilized in AISD since 1985-86 to enhance 
the regular secondary program for Hispanic LEP students. The four secondary 
campuses involved are those with the highest concentrations of Hispanic LEP 
students— Murchi son Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, and Johnston High 
Schools. The overall budget of the 1986-87 Title VII Program was $87,893; 
274 students were impacted (for a cost of $321 per student). Title VII 
provided four additional types of service: 

9 Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops), 

a Student tutoring,' 

e Curriculum development, and 

• Parent training. 



»AJOR FIKDINSS: AISO-FUHOED PROGRItffS 



1. AISD LEP students tested in English on the TEAMS in 1986-87 compared more 
favorably to the State than AISD students overall. The percentage of AISD 
LEP students reaching mastery on the TEAMS exceeded the State average for 
LEP students in 6 of 14 comparisons at grades 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11. 

2. AISD LEP students .tested in Spanish at grades 1 and 3 showed high mastery 
percentages (86-96X) in all areas on the TEAMS. Mastery percentages at 
grade 3 were higher than the averages for LEP students statewide in all 
three areas. Grade 1 State results are not yet available. 

3. The annual dropout rate for LEP students in 1985-86 (21.3%) was twice as 
high as the overall District rate (10.7%). 
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4. Spanish-speaking LEP students tested with the ITBS and TAP in spring, 1987 
and 1986 scored closest to the national average in mathematics (with 
grades 1, 2, and 3 above) followed by language and finally reading. Third 
graders have shown strong growth towards the national average for the last 
four years. During the same time period, fourth graders have not. 

5. Once exited from LEP status, most students are able to maintain achievement 
in reading and language above the 23rd percentile on achievement tests. 
However, a small percentage of the elementary students exited in 1984-85 
{15% in reading and 1.7% in language) did fall below this criteria in the 
two subsequent years. 

6. While the number of LEP students in need of bilingual education rose 26% 
between 1985-86 and 1936-87, the supply of teachers endorsed to provide 
bilingual education in AISD decreased 3%. 

7. AISD's Title VII pre-K programs that operated in 1980-81, 1981-82, and 
1982-83 do not appear to have had long-term effects on retention rates, 
special education status, rates of exit from LEP status, and achievement. 
Participants did not compare favorably to nonparticipants. 

8. AISD fifth graders participating in the 1979-80 Title VII elementary 
program (a five-year project) showed higher rates of retention^ dropping 
out, and failing course grades than Chapter 1, Hispanic, or all AISD 
students in fifth grade that year. 



MAJOR FINDINGS: TITLE VII 



1. English proficiency improved significantly at four of six grade levels 
from fall to spring (based on raw scores on the Language Assessment 
Battery). Most individual students (78%) made gains. 

2. English achievement improved in each of five subject areas at most 
grade levels based on the ITBS and TAP; 1987 percentile scores were 
higher than 1986 scores in 17 of 23 comparisons. 

3. Spanish proficiency and achievement results on La Prueba Riverside de 
Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba Riverside) were generally positive. 
The percent of students overall showing gains in language and content 
areas increased over 1985-86; thus, objectives were met. Additionally, 
when mean raw score gains were examined by subject and grade, 16 out of 
20 comparisons were significant. 

4. The number of LEP students tutored through Title VII increased from 76 
in 1985-86 to 120 in 1986-87. 

5. Four courses leading to endorsement to teach ESL were offered through 
Title VII; three teachers completed all courses. 

6. A total of 18 parent workshops were provided in 1986-87. Evaluation 
rnir- ratings and comments were ^uniformly positive. 
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LEP STUDENT FINAL REPORT 
SECTION I - DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 



WHAT IS A LIMITED ENaiSH PROFICIENT (LEP) STUDENT? 



A LEP student has limited language proficiency In English. All students who 
Indicate a language other than English Is spoken In the home on their Home 
Language Survey (HLS) are tested for language proficiency and achievement In 
order to determine their English proficiency. The language proficiency tests 
used are the IDEA Oral Proficiencv Test (1986-87 on) and Primary Acquisition 
of Language (PAL) (before 1986-87) at grades pre-K through 6 and the Language 
Assessment Battery (LAB) at grades 7-12. 

This was the first year that the IDEA was used for the identification of LEP 
students. Consequently, the Teacher and Administrator Survey asked several 
questions dealing with the IDEA. Most of the administrators (63.4%) but fewer 
of the teachers (38%) surveyed In the spring were satisfied with the IDEA test 
for screening LEP students. Over half of the teachers (54%) were neutral, 
with only 8% dissatisfied with the IDEA. One problem which has arisen 
is that the test appears to be quite difficult for entering pre-K and K 
students. This will be ameliorated with the introduction of the pre-IPT 
(IDEA) in spring, 1988, pending approval of funds in the 1987-88 budget. 



WHAT SERVICES ARE PROVIDED TO LEP STUDENTS? 



Once identified, students with limited English proficiency are offered 
Transitional Bilingual Education (T3E) or English-as-a-second-language (ESL) 
services depending on their home. language and grade level. 

TRANSITIONAL BILIN6UAL EDUCATION (TBE) 

TBE is required by State law when the District enrolls 20 or more elementary 
LEP children of a given language at a specific elementary grade level. AISD 
is required to provide TBE to Hispanic and Vietnamese LEP students at grades 
pre-K through 6. AK"' also provides bilingual service to grades 7 and 8 LEP 
Hispanic students. 

Most Hispanic elementary students receive bilingual services at their home 
campuses. If a bilingual teacher is not available, transfers and transporta- 
tion to other schools are offered. Vietnamese bilingual services are provided 
at Wooten and Walnut Creek (K-6). 
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For grades 7-8, bilingual education offered at Murchison Junior High for 
Hispanic LEP students who are Spanish monolingual or Spanish dominant. A 
self-contained literacy program for re^^.-int Hispanic immigrants with little 
schooling and limited English skills is '?lso available at Murchison. 

The TBE program provides dual language instruction through teachers endorsed 
by the State in bilingual education or English-as-a-second-language 
methodology. St- dents are provided with: 

6 Basic concepts starting the student in the school environment in the 
. student's primary language. 

0 Basic skills of comprehension, reading, and writing in the student's 
primary language and in the English language. 

% Subject matter and concepts in the student's primary language and in 
the English language. 

0 Experiences to instill student confidence, self-assurance, and a 
positive identify with cultural heritage. 

The amount of time spent in primary language or English language instruction 
for each LEP student is determined at individual campuses based on dominance 
and proficiency in each language. 

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUA6E (ESL) 

ESL is one component of the Transitional Bilingual Program. However, it is 
also a separate program offered to LEP students with home languages other 
tRan those eligible for TBE. In addition, ESL is offered to students 
eligible for TBE if their parents refuse such service (to avoid a transfer or 
for other reasons). 

ESL is a sequential English language instruction program in the skills of 
listening, speaking, and writing. This program also includes a component 
which addresses the cultural heritage of both the primary language of the LEP 
student and of the United States. The program is taught for a minimum of 45 
minutes throughout the day, 20 minutes of direct teaching and 25 minutes of 
lesson adaptation by teachers endorsed in ESL or bilingual education. 
Secondary LEP students generally receive 50-55 minutes of ESL instruction 
(one class period). 

An enhanced ESL program called Sheltered Bilingual or Spanish for Native 
Speakers was initiated in 1985-86 at Travis High School for Spanish-speaking 
monolingual /dominant students. This provided an extra class period of ESL 
support. Besides additional English instruction, students translated Spanish 
to English and vice versa. 

If parents at any grade level refuse bilingual and ESL services, the regular 
all-English curriculum is provided. 
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TITLE VII PROGRAM 

Title VII federal funds have been utilized in AISD since 1985-86 to enhance 
the regular secondary program for Hispanic LEP students* Title VII provides 
four additional types of service— 

o Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops), 

• Student tutoring, 

• Curriculum development, and 

« Parent training. 

The four secondary campuses involved are those with the highest concentra- 
tions of Hispanic LEP students— Murchison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, 
and Johnston High Schools. A total of 307 LEP students monolingual or 
dominant in Spanish or balanced in English and Spanish (LEP categories A, B, 
or C) were enrolled in these schools for part or all of 1986-87 and were 
therefore impacted by Title VII services; 253 LEP students were enrolled at 
these schools at year's end. 

AlSO-funded services at the campuses are shown below. 
AISD-Funded Services Title VII Campuses 



Murchison Travis Anderson Johns\;on 



Bilingual content area 
instruction 



Literacy program X 

English as a second language X XXX 

Spanish for native speakers- X 

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 

LEP students may also be served by compensatory services such as Chapter 1 or 
State Compensatory Education. LEP students are eligible to be served by 
Chapter 1 If they score at or below the 30th percentile in reading on the 
ITBS. In 1986-87, 1,234 (84%) of the 1,470 LEP students eligible for Chapter 1 
received this supplemental reading help— 12 higher than the 83% of all 
students eligible overall who were served. 



ERIC 



JO 



86.43 



HHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF AISD'S LEP STUDENTS? 



During the 1986-87 school year, AISD's LEP programs served 4,562 students for 
part or all of the year. The number of LEP students being served at the same 
time tends to increase until November and to decline thereafter during the year. 

Official counts of the number of LEP students in A!SD as of October are 
calculated annually. The following trends in these LEP counts are interesting 
to note. 

• October counts for the last 
three years show that AISD's 
count of LEP students is 
increasing, IC-12. The 
increase between 1983 and 

1984 was 2%; the increase 
between 1984 and 1985 was ', 
13% and the increase between 

1985 and 1986 was 25%. The 
total number of LEP students 
served in AISD has risen 43.7% 
between fall, 1983 and 1986. 
(AISD's overall enrollment, 
on the other hand, increased 
at a much slower pace (8.4%) 
during this same period). 
Stabilization in the number 
of LEP students next year 
may occur because of the 
new iiranigration laws. 

9 The number of pre-K LEP 
students rose dramatically, 
tripling from 130 in 1985 
to 421 in 1986 because of 
an expanded program. 

• In the fall of 1986, 1,762 new LOTE students were processed; 1,386 or 79% 
were identified as LEP. 

• As in the past, the number of LEP students was highest at grade 1 and 
generally declined through grade 12 (grades 7 and 9 are the two 
exceptions). Counts increased the most this year over last year at pre-K 
(224%), grade K '40%), grade 7 (70%), and grade 9 (52%). 



FIGURE 1 
FALL LEP COUNT K-12 
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• The District's objective is to help its LEP students attnn English 
proficiency. The nurnber of LE? students considered proficient enough to 
exit status as LEP in 1986-87 was 446, which was 9,5% of the LEP 
population. In order for a student to exit LEP status, he/she must 
score at least at the 2Lrd percentile in both reading and language on 
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) or Tests of Achievement and 
Proficiency (TAP). 

• There were 551 LEP students in 1986-87 whose parents requested that 
their children not be included in any LEP-related instructional 
program. This number reflects a decrease compared to 661 students in 
1985-85. The decrease primarily reflects successful efforts to exit 
eligible students with parent denials this year (this had not been done 
previously). The percentage of the LEP population that parent denials 
represent decreased from 182 last year to 12% this year. 

9 In 1986-87, 87% of the LEP students served were Spanish speakers. The 
only other language group with over 100 students was Vietnamese {B% of 
the LEP population). Overall, 51 language- groups were represented, with 
Korean, Chinese, Cambodian, Arabic, and l^iotian student<; most common 
after the Vietnamese. 

9 Over half (57X) of the Spanish-speaking LEP students in AISD were 
dominant or monolingual in Spanish; almost all (93%) of the Vietnamese 
LEP students were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese. 

• Two thirds of the teachers responding (N=59, grades 1 through §) to a 
districtwide survey had at least one LEP student who had limited or no 
school experience before entering AISD in 1986-87, 5% had more than 12 
with limited or no school experience. There appears to be a considerable 
number of these LEP students; they present a special challenge to 

„. „ teachers. 



FIGURE 2 
LANGUAGES ShOKEN BY LEP STUDENTS 
PfE-K TO 12 — 1385-87 



FIGURE 3 

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF SPANISH-SPEAKING LEP 
STUDENTS. PRE-K TO 12 — 19B6-87 
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' FIGURE 4 

FALL* 1985-87 SIBSIARY STATISTICS RE6ARDIN8 LEP STUDENTS 
OFFICIAL OCTOBER COUNTS* 
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*The LANG flasterflle Is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to*date Infonnation on all students 
who have a ••home language otheir than English** (LOTE). Of particular interest arc those LOTE students who are of 
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students be provided 
special language instruction until such time as their language-related acHievement and English proficiency 
Improves l» criterion levels. Identification and update infonnation is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for 
monitoring and meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils. 
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IS STAFf-'IKS ADEQUATE TO PROVIDE BILINGUAL A^iD ESL SERVICE? 



STAFFIK8 PAHERNS 



Teacher's who provide TBE must be bilingually endorsed (see definitions below). 
ESL must be provided by ESL or bilingually endorsed teachers. The supply of 
such teachers is therefore critical. Most of the teachers endorsed as 
bilingual or "regular ESL" work with LEP students annually. Teachers generally 
have both LEP and non-LEP students in their classrooms. However, only some 
"Austin ESL" endorsed teachers work with LEP students. The adequacy of the 
Austin ESL teachers' backgrounds in meeting the needs of LEP students varies 
considerably. 



Bilingually endorsed — Teachers have completed a series of 
college courses preparing them to provide dual language 
instruction and passed oral and written Spanish proficiency tests. 
Regular ESL — Teachers have completed four college courses 
focusing on ESL techniques. 

Austin ESL — Teachers had one or more LEP students In their 
classes prior to 1980-81. TEA granted ESL endorsement to such 
teachers statewide as long as the teachers stayed in the same 
district. 



FI6URE S 

BILIHSUAL AND Ea-ENDORSED TEACHERS 1986-87 
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Teacher 


Endorsement 


Teachers 


Students 


Teachers 
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Total 


Bilingual ~ 
Spanish 
Vietnamese 


321* 
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2,668* 

72 


8** 

«■ 


135* 


329 
4 


Regular ESL 
Austin ESL 


61 

357 


341 


13 
63 


645 


74 
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*Official October ;ounts for students. March count of teachers. 

**B11ingual Instruction was only offered at Murchison Junior High; the other 
four bilingually endorsed teachers were assigned to high schools where ESL 
was the only program offered. The average number of students per bilingual 
teacher at Murchison was 33.8 (135/4). One teacher. at Travis provided dual 
language Instruction to Hispanic LEP A, B, C students (90 as of October) 
for one. hour per day; however, this did not meet the requirements of TBE. 
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The number of bilingually endorsed teachers increased in 1983-84, 1984-85, and 
1985-86. The supply of bilingually endorsed teachers decreased. fr(a 342 In 
1985-86 to 333 In 1986-87 (a 3S decrease). Thus, while the nt^sber of students 
reeding bilingual service 1iH;reased by 262, the supply cf teachers decreased. 

The number of Austin ESL certified teachers (420) far exceeded the number of 
regular ESL teachers (74) In 1986-87. The supply of regular-ESL-endorsed 
teachers increased by 6 (82) in 1986-87 but the number of Austin ESL teachers 
decreased substantially (26%) from 567 to 420. 

This year 17 elementary schools were fully staffed with a bilingual teacher at 
every grade level they served. The goal" for next year Is to have the 16 
priority schools (those with primarily lower income students) fully staffed to 
provide bilingual service and have some designated cluster centers around the 
city to which LEP students can transfer if their home school cannot serve 
than. The best way to examine whether the supply of bilingual and ESL 
teachers is adequate Is to examine the number of bilingual student transfers 
and gaps In service. 

The number of pre-K to six schools which had LEP students this year at any 
time but no bilingual or ESL teacher to serve them at their grade level was 
checked by grade in March. Students had the option to be transferred to 
another school or decline the service. It was found that: 

e In 29 cases there were LEP students but no one to serve them at that 
grade. 

9 The number of cases ranged from two at grade two to five at pre-K. 

• In order to receive bilingual or ESL service, 183 students were 
transferred. 

Transfers at the secondary level were also checked. At the junior high level, 
there were 91 bilingual transfers (mostly to Murchison for the TEE program). 
At the senior high level, 33 students were transferred (mostly to Travis). 
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BILIN8UAL STIPENDS 

In 1985-86, a salary supplement was instituted for bilingual teachers as a 
recruiting tool. Teachers who met criteria all year were awarded $1,500; 
others were prorated according to length of eligibility. Supplements were 
awarded to pre-K through grade 12 teachers who: 

1. Held a valid teaching certificate with a bilingual endorsement or a 
bilingual special permit, 

2. Engaged for' at least three hours during the day in basic or 
supplementary dual language instruction through any or all of these 
components of Transitional Bilingual Education: language arts, 
mathematics, science, and/or social studies, and 

3. Worked with LEP students dominant in another language or balanced In 
English and another language (LEP categories A, B, and C). 

There were 333 teachers with bilingual endorsement in AISD as of March, 1987. 
The number of individual teachers receiving a stipend was totaled as of the 
end of the year. Some teachers left mid-year and were replaced, increasing 
the total number of individual teachers receiving a stipend. At year's end: 

9 302 bilingually endorsed teachers (an increase from 271 in 1985-86) had 
received a stipend (297 elementary, 4 junior high, 1 high school); 

« 3,008 (up from 2,799 in 1985-86) LEP A, B, and C students were served 
by these teachers. The median number of students served by these 
teachers was six both years. 

« 7Z% of the stipended teachers served 10 or fewer LEP A, B, and C 
students (plus non-LEP students). 

smm 

The LEP student population in AISD has been Increasing. Until 1986-87, the 
number of bi lingual ly-endorsed teachers was also Increasing. In 1986-87, 
however, the number decreased. The bilingual stipend did not have enough 
impact to increase teacher supply this year. 

On the other hand, the percentage of bilingual teachers earning the stipend 
increased this year. AISD appears to be utilizing bilingual teachers better 
with the students in greatest need. This increase also supports personnel 
reports that the stipend encouraged some endorsed teachers to work with LEP 
students who had not previously. 
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m mCH 00 SERVICES FOR LEP STUDENTS COST? 



An attempt was made to determine costs incurred for bilingual and ESL services 
above and beyond those for the regular AISD program. The cost components 
analyzed are shown in Figure 6. 

Most teachers' basic salaries were not included because LEP students are 
simply assigned to teachers endorsed in bilingual or ESL, and they provide all 
of the students' basic instruction. Teachers' salaries were only included if 
teachers acted as resource teachers in addition to regular staff {Vietnamese 
Centers), the programs were not required by State law (Murchlson and Travis), 
or the program operated outside of the regular school year (sunmier school). 

Overall, the allocated costs for bilingual programs In 1986-87 were $1,792,260 
($433 per LEP student or $199 per LOTE student). The allocated costs in 
1986-87 compared to 1985-86 decreased by $453,364 primarily because two 
exponents were dropped (Hispanic Curriculum Transfer Centers and bilingual 
aides). However, costs for some other components did increase. 

The highest costs were for components in which transportation of students was 
required. While transporting students may be the most efficient way to 
provide service, ways to reduce costs should always be explored. 

0 Although the cost for the Vietnamese program is high, the program is 
required. There are insufficient teachers to provide bilingual 
instruction for Vietnamese students throughout the District. Therefore, 
students are transported to the Vietnamese Centers. Teachers act as 
resource teachers, serving students for 1.5 to 2 hours per day. 

9 The cost per student for Murchlson and Travis is slightly lower this 
year because more students were served. The junior high bilingual 
program will be at Martin rather than Murchlson next year— this may 
reduce transportation costs. 

e Summer school allocated costs and expected student enrollment for 1987 
were higher than in 1986. Actual enrollment appears to be lower than 
expected (about 400) but final expenditures are not yet known (they 
will probably be considerably lower than the allocation). 
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FIGURE 6 

COST SPECIFICAaV FOR BILIKSUAL/ESL SERVICES, 1986-87 
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COMPONENT 


OCF., 1986 
STUDENTS 
SERVED 


BUDGET 
ALLOCATION 


COST PER 
STUDENT 


STUDENT CONTACT 
HOURS PER YEAR 


COST PER 
PTE 


Vietnamese 
Centers 


73 


T=$119,330.00* 
B=$ 77,844.55 
Total=$197, 174.55 Total 


$1,634.66 
$1,066.36 
=$2,701.02 


1-2 hrs. each day 
25,550 hrs. total 
(at 2.0 hours) 


$ 8,104.17 


Hurchison 


135 


B=$110,871.60 
Total =$213, 428. 60 Total 


$ 821.27 
=$1,580.95 


1-0 nrs/day, 
136,500 hrs. total 
(at 6 hrs/student) 


$ 1,580.95 


Travis 90** 

**Official October Count, 
LEP A, B, & C Students 


T=$ 19,494.00 
. B=$ 25,959.67 
Total =j 45.453.67 Total 


$ 216.60 
$ 288.44 

=$ <in<i (14 


1 extra 

(1 required, 

w |Ji UV 1 UCU J 

15,750 tot^il 


$ 3,030.24 


Summer School 
1987 (pre-k. 


700 
pre-1) 


$291,389 


$ 416.27 


4 hrs. /day 8 wks. 
112,00 total 


$ 2,731.69 


Bilingual 
Stipends 


3,008 


$387,500 Allocated 
$445,509 Expended 


$ 128.82 
$ 148.11 


3-6 hrs. per day 
per student 





Administration 5,909*** 
(Elementary & 
Secondary) 



Personnel etc. 

$389,054.00 
Sii^pplies, etc. 

$144,621.00 



65.84 
24.47 



Evaluation 


8,999 LOTE**** 


$ 65,629.83 


$ 


7.29 


TOTAL 


4,143 LEP 
8.999 LOTE 


$1,792,259.65 


$ 
$ 


432.60 
199.16 



KEY 



t=El ementary T-Teachers 
S^Secondary B-Busses 
PTE=PuM-tiina Equivalent 
Student (Annual cost of 
the services If provided 
full time ~ 6 hours/day 
—for 175 days) 



*A1 located amount was not completely used up because only four teachers were hired rather than the five 
the budget called for. ***Seven staff at 4,143 LEP and four at 8,999 LOTE students. 
****As of March, 1987. 
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SECTION 11 — PROGRAM IMPACT 



ARE BILINGUAL AND ESL PROSRAHS NATIONMIOE HAVINS AN IHPACT? 



BILIKGUAL VERSUS I^ERSION PRC^MS 

The debate rages on nationally about whether bilingual or immersion programs 
are more effective in promoting English proficiency and achievement in LEP 
students. A number of reviews are now available synthesizing the results 
of studies of programs for LEP students nationwide. Research generally 
suggests that bilingual prograias are effective in isproving LEP students' 
English proficiency and achievement and that bilingual prograos may even be 
superior to English iraaersion progrssas for LEP students in this regard. 
Caution must be exercised in interpreting trends because of methodological 
problems inherent in research with LEP students. The primary problem is 
that policies vary on how soon LEP students are tested in English; those 
with limited ability in English are often not tested with achievement tests 
in English. Thus, those tested are often a subsample of the total served 
and biased in favor of those in the program for some time. Two national 
studies which will provide more definitive information on this question are 
currently underway— longitudinal achievement results have not yet been 
released thus far. 

EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES 

Considering the changes in school boundaries and staffing planned for next 
year, information on effective practices to use with LEP students are 
particularly relevant at this time. The national literature indicates that 
there is a great deal of overlap in practices effective with the general 
population of students and LEP students per se. Thus, effective practices 
taught through Project BEST, for example, apply to LEP students as much as 
anyone else. Based on ORE observations of exemplary teachers of LEP 
students in 1984-85, effective teachers: 

• Maximize student time-on-task, 

• Organize instruction clearly, 

9 Handle transitions between activities efficiently, and 

• Adjust to students' needs. 

Some specific practices appear effective for LEP students in particular 
(Cummins, 1986; TEA, 1987; Wong Fillmore, 1983). The relevance of factors 
must of course be considered in light of the characteristics of particular 
groups of students. Wong Fillmore's work, for example, is extensive but is 
based on students who generally had been exposed to English for two to 
three years. She found qualities of teaching and instructional language 
especially significant. A sunmiary is shown in Figure 7. 
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FIGURE 7 

OmiTIES OF EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION FOR LEP STUDENTS 



I 1. H{gh-<{ua11ty Instructional language: 

• Conducting lessons In either the native language or English 
(a single lesson seldom Includes both); 

' 9 Using the horae language to explain concepts In an English 

lesson that cannot be explained nonverbally and are difficult 
' to understand In English; 

• Int.egrating English language development with academic skills 
Instruction dally; 

• Planning oral activities In each lesson to help students 
develop listening and speaking skills related to the academic 
curriculum; 

• Using academic language to develop cognitive skills. 



High-quality teaching: 

0 Utilizing clears coherent language; 

• Providing context clues to students; 

9 Paraphrasing and repeating Information as needed; 
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Providing comprehensive Instructions and explanations; 

Eisploying Instructional material that matches students* 
academic level and Is challenging; n 

Introducing potentially difficult vocabulary and structures 
before the lesson; 

Emphasizing high-level rather than low-level skills; 

Teaching students to use a variety of methods beyond simple 
decoding to enhance reading comprehension In English (e.g.. 
noting or searching for salient detail) » asking questions, 
concentrating, using context clues, rereading. Imaging, 
summarizing, predicting outcomes); 

Hatching Individual students' reactions to learning 
situations and adjusting accordingly (e.g., adjusting amount 
of small group versus teacher-guided activity); 

Adjusting Instruction and approaches as students learn more 
English. 



3. Hlgh-i^ality learning environaent: 

e Employing consistent, predictable structures and sequences 
for formal lessons and the Instructional day to help students 
anticipate what is expected; 

• Utilizing effective classroom management techniques— ensuring 
students are actively engaged In learning activities and 
spending a minimum amount of time on procedural and other 1 

I activities not related to lessons; 

Focusing on content learning rather than non-academic 
activities; 

Communicating high expectations for learning and a belief all 
students can learn; 

• Providing a balance of teacher-directed activities (with 
opportunities for language interaction) and individualized 
activities (with chances to work independently). 

4. Ample opportunities to practice English: 

0 Providing all students Htth chances for creative discourse in 
English through expanded responses to teacher questions 
(rather than single words), heterogeneous small group 
activities (e.g., using cooperative learning techniques), 
pe^r tutoring, and other interactions between 
English-speaking and LEP students (Hispanics especially 
appear to benefit from working with peers); 

• Analyzing instructional language used for clarity, coherence, 
context, paraphrasing, pace, vocabulary, and structures 
(perhaps through audio tapes). 

5. Utilizing information froa the students' hooe, culture, and 
language: 

• Honoring the values and norms of the home culture while 
teaching those of the majority culture; 

* 9 Utilizing both verbal and nonverbal cultural information; 

• Organizing instruction to build upon natural communication 
methods and patterns from the home culture; 

6 Involving parents collaboratively as partners in the learning 
process. 
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ARE AISD'S BILINGUAL AND ESL PROGRAMS HAVINS AN IMPACT? 



Evaluating the success of programs for LEP students is difficult for 
several reasons. 

First, all students except those who deny service must be served— there is, 
therefore,, no adequate control group. Comparisons of a less exact nature 
(with Hispanics in AISD, AISO overall, or the national average) must, 
therefore, be ©nployed. 

Second, the lack of English proficiency makes it difficult to test these 
students for a valid score on English achievement tests. Tecichers have the 
option to discontinue testing after the first subtest on the ITBS and TAP 
if students obviously cannot understand enough English to be tested. Some 
students are tested in some areas (like mathematics) but not others (like 
reading). It is, therefore, difficult to examine averages for the total 
group; instead we rely on the progress of those able to be t€!Sted for a 
certain number of years (e.g., one year follow-up) and longer longitudinal 
studies which examine the percentage of students able to be tested and the 
percentage scoring at certain levels. 

Third, TEAMS scores for this year and last are difficult to compare because 
of the new Spanish TEAMS at grades 1 and 3 and the exemptions available at 
grades 1, 3, 5, 7 ^ and 9. The LEP populations tested were, therefore, 
quite different in 1987 versus 1986. Also, the percentage of LEP students 
tested this year at grades 5, 7, and 9 is fairly small and, therefore, not 
representative of the total population. 

TEA»S ENGLISH AND SPANISH 

The Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) Is a statewide 
minimum competency test. In the past, only an English TEAMS was available 
and there was no exemption for LEP students from grade 3 on. This year, 
Spanish-speaking LEP students at grades 1 and 3 could be tested in English 
or Spanish, other first and third grade LEP students had the option of an 
exemption from the test. All LEP students at grades 5, 7, and 9 could also 
be exempted from the testing. Exemptions can be takeifi only the first time 
LEP students are tested from 1987 on. Special Education LEP students can 
also be exempted based on Special Education guidelines. The Language 
Proficiency Assessment Committees (LPACs) at each campus decided students' 
LEP status. Generally, however, students dominant or monolingual in 
another language or balanced but limited in English and another language 
took the Spanish TEAMS or an exemption. B'^cause this is the first year for 
the new guidelines, comparisons to last year will not be made. 
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English TEAMS 1986-87 

Qrades l-9 « Results are illustrated graphically in Figure 8. The percentage 
of AISD LEP students tested in English this year was: 



Grade 


February 
Enrolment 


Tested 
Number 


Percent 


1 


560 


216 


39% 


3 


327 


128 


39% 


5 


272 


158 


58% 


7 


274 


l4l 


51% 


9 


192 


77 


40% 



Also LEP students tested in English show: 

• Lower mastery percentages than for AISD non-LEP students and Hispanic 
students. Differences are greatest in reading. 

• The highest inastery percentages at grade 1 in all areas; mastery 
percentages are lowest at grade 5 in matheaatics and grade 9 in 
reading and writing. 

• By subject, mastery rates are highest in mathematics (54% to 76%) 
generally followed by reading (30 to 55%) followed by writing (16% to 

74%). Grade 1 mastery is higher in writing than in reading. 

• AISD LEP students showed higher mastery than State LEP students in 5 
of 12 comparisons (42%) at grades 3, 5, 7 and 9. (Grade 1 results for 
the State are not yet available.) Grade 3 mastery for LEP students in 
AISD exceeded that of LEp students in the State in all areas; grade 7 
mastery was lower in all areas. The distance was greatest from the 
State LEP average in mathematics at grade 5 and reading and writing at 
grade 9. Mastery for AISD students overall does not exceed that of the 
State in any of these same comparisons. 



Particular eqihasis oust continue to be placed on LEP students mastery of the 
TEAMS. Because the TEAMS focuses on minimum basic skills, low-achieving LEP 
students should be targeted for additional help in areas of need. There is 
some evidence that emphasis on TEAMS for LEP students has had an Impact on 
ITBS/TAP scores as well (see one-year follow-up). 

Based on districtwide survey results, most teachers at grades 1, 3, and 5 
appear to use TEAMS-style Items on their own tests at least three times a 
year. Use of TEAMS practice materials in English and Spanish was also noted 
but by fewer teachers. 
® 15 
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FIGURE a 

LEP MASTERY OF ENGLISH TEAMS — 1986-87 
Statewide Versus AISD Mastery Percentages 



MATHEMATICS 



PERCENTAGE HASTEHINS HATT1EHAT1CS 




BUQE 1 BRAISa SRADg 5 CRUST 
GRADE 
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READING 



PERCENTAGE MASTERING READING 
100 




GAAos 1 snAoes eHAses cruet duoeg 
GRADE 



WRITING 



PERCENTAGE MASTERING WRITING 
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percentage of students mastering** 
each test. The number of Items 
which must be answered correctly 
to master each test Is set by the 
State Board of Education. 
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Scaled Score Gaps 1985-86 

One way to gauge the success of programs for LEP students is to compare the 
performance of all bilingual/ESL students with thv . of non-bilingual/ESL 
low-income students across grades. Because most bilingual/ESL students are 
low income, this comparison basically measures the success of the bilingual 
and ESL programs in teaching LEP students English for academic purposes. In 
a successful program, the gap between the performance of the two groups would 
close across grades. This estimable of success Is rough in that two factors 
work against finding a smaller gap across grades: 

• New entries at the higher grades (the percentage of AISD LEP students 
who were new in 1985-86 was 26-30X at grades 5, 7, and 9), 

• Exit of students successful in terms of achievement at the upper 
grades. 

The gap between bilingual/ESL and non-LEP lov^-income students in AISD and the 
State overall is shown below in Figure 9. TEAMS scores for 1985-86 were used 
because all LEP students were tested at these grades — no exemptions were 
allowed. 



FIGURE 9 

TEAMS SCALED SCORES (AVERAGES ACnSS AREAS) 1985-86 



A] 


[SD 


Grade 


All Bilingual 






Low Income 


Gap 




/ESL 




Non-Bilingual /ESL 


(Difference) 


3 


642 






722 ' 


-80 


5 


653 






726 


-73 


7 


653 






721 


-68 


9 


642 






705 


-63 


STATE 


3 


661 






729 


-68 


5 


669 






740 


-71 


7 


658 






735 


-77 


9 


645 






726 


-81 












J 



As this chart Illustrates, the gap tends to close in AISD between grades 3 
and 5, 5 and 7, and 7 and 9. These results are positive, especially given 
AISO's fairly high nrnter of new entries in the upper grades. AISO^s results 
also caq)are favorably to those of the State, where the gap uridens across 
grades. Based on this data, AISD prograos for LEP students appear more 
successful than Is average for the State. 
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Exit-Level TEAMS 

The exit-level TEAMS is a high--cakes test—students are required to pass both 
the mathematics and language arts .sections to earn a diploma. Statewide, the 
percentage of LEP students able to pass the exit-level test is lower than for 
other identified groups. Students first take the test in October of grade 
11. Those who fail to master one or both areas, plus anyone new to Texas, is 
tested st:bsequently. Students have three additional chances to show mastery 
(May of grade 11 and Octobe' and May of grade 12). 

The percentage of AISD LEP students able to show mastery of the exit-level 
TEAMS in October and May of 1986-87 is shown below. 



FI^RE 10 
EXIT-LEVa TEAMS HASTERY~1986-87 





October, lyab^ 

Grade 
11 12 Total 


May, 1987 
Grade 
11 12 Total 


Language Arts 






LEP AiSD Tested 

N Passing 
% Mastering 


2S 13 39 
9 8 17 
35% 62% 44% 


25 L" 31 
6 2 8 
24% 33% 26% 


State LEP % Mastering 
All AISD % Mastering 


43s N/A N/A 
90% 83% N/A 


N/A N/A N/A 
65% 79% N/A 


Mathematics 






LEP AISD Tested 

N Passing 
% Mastering 


27 10 37 
21 9 30 
78% 90% 81% 


14 2 16 
11 2 13 
79% 100% 81% 


State LtP % Mastering 


67% N/A N/A 


N/A N/A N/A 


Mil AISD % Mastering 


93% 82% N/A 


82% 86% N/A 



NA = Not Avallabfe 



Results revealed that: 

0 AISD LEP mastev7 percentages were higher in mathematics than in 
language arts. 

0 AISO's LEP October passing rates for 11th graders were higher than the 
Staters In mathesaatics but loiter than the State's in language arts* 
The mastery rate for all eleventh graders in AISD tested was higher 
than the State's In both cociparlsons. 

• Also LEP twelfth graders showed higher mastery percentages than 
eleventh graders. 

€ Only three LEP students tested in May failed the mathematics section 
--none were twelfth graders. 

0 In language arts, four LEP twelfth graders failed the TEAMS and were 
denied diplomas— two were Spanish Title VII students and two were 
oriental. All but one had only entered AISD this year; the two 
Spanish speakers reportedly plan to return to AISD next fall. 

18 
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In AISD overall, 17 students met all graduation requirements buc failed to 
pass the TEAMS and, therefore, were denied a diploma. In addition to the four 
LEP students mentioned above, three students were LEP but had denied ESL 
service. LEP high school students can be caught in a graduation bind. ESL 
can only earn graduation credit as English two years; students often deny the 
service after this point in order to "make room" for courses that count 
towards graduation in their schedule. This may have happened in two of these 
three cases. The problem is that, if these students do not have sufficient 
English skills to pass the TEAMS, ESL may have helped them more than other 
English classes. A change in State policy regarding ESL graduation credit 
might help this situation. 

Spanish TEAMS 

The Spanish TEAMS was first given this year at grades 1 and 3 only. The 
English and Spanish tests are different so results cannot be compared 
directly. However, skills covered are similar to those on the English TEAMS; 
some items are translations. One important difference is that no writing 
sample is included on the Spanish TEAMS; one extra objective measured by 
multiple-choice items is included. The results (shown in Figure 11) are quite 
positive. 



Students tested vrith the Spanish TEAMS: 

e Sho^ high ^stery percentages (86S~962). 

9 Exceed third grade siastery percentages for the State in all three 
areas. In addition, AISD students exceed th^Ird grade 03astery for the 
eight largest urban districts in Texas (big 8) in math^tics and 
reading (but not writing). 



Caution must be taken in ccmiparing AISD to other districts in the State because 
of possible differences in LEP populations served and exemption decisions. 
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LEP MASTERY OF SPANISH TEAMS 
Statewide Versus AISD Mastery 



~ 1986-87 
Percentages 



MATHEMATICS 




REAOINS 
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ONE-YEAR FCLL(Hi-U?~ITBS AND TAP 

Because many LEP students are not tested in English, analyses which report 
average scores from one year to the next are difficult to interpret. The 
students are not the same in each analysis. Therefore, the progress of LEP 
students in grades K-12 able to be tested with the ITBS in at least spring, 
1986 and 1987 was monitored. Trends for Spanish and Vietnamese speakers will 
be presented here; those for the total group and speakers of other languages 
are available in the technical report (ORE Pub. No. 85.22). 

Test scores reflected are Language Total (grades K-12), Reading Total (3-12 in 
1986-87 and 1-12 in 1985-86), Reading Comprehension (1986-87 1-2), Mathematics 
CcMTiputation (K-8), and Mathematics Total (9-12). Mathematics Computation is the 
least language dependent of these scores. Comparisons of gains between 1986-87 
and 1985-86 will not be made for grades K, K-1, and 1-2 because a new ITBS was 
adopted this year and norms differ; comparisons of gains will not be made 
between grades 8 and 9 because of differences between the ITBS and TAP norms. 

Spanish Speakers 

Less than half of the Spanish-speaking LEP students were able to be tested on 
the ITBS or TAP in both 1987 and 1986 for a usable score in reading and 
language; percentages were slightly higher in mathematics. Compared to all 
Spanish speakers In AISO, those tested this year and last have been in AISD 
longer and have more English ability (see Figure 12). Of course, it must be 
realized that kindergarteners are over-represented in the percentage in AISD 
less than two years. 

— — - FIGURE 12 
SPAMISH-SPEAKIKS LEP STUDEHTS: YF^ IN AISD AND DOMINANCE 



Years In AISD 



Total 



Reading Tested 
1986 and 1987 





Number 


% 


Number 


i 


2 


V 1,390 


55S 


212 


20X 


2 4 


' 618 


ZS% 


42S 


41X 


4 6 


269 


11% 


208 


20X 


6-8^7 


238 


9% 


196 


19X 


Total 








im 


Dominance 










Spanish Dominant 


U460 


SS%' 


415 


40X** 


Balanced English 










& Spanish 


477 


19% 


348 


34X 


English Dominant 


553 


22% 


269 


Z6% 


Total 




TDDI 


17031*** 


IDDI 



*A few students were excluded because entry or exit codes were In error. 
**Hay be slightly lower than this in reality because students are not 

alwa^ retested for language doininance unless eligible to exit. ' 
***Language docslnance was not available on soae students. 
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FIGURE 13 

DISTANCE FR(M NATIONAL AVERAGE BY GRADE 
SPANISH SPEAKERS—ITBS AND TAP 





Above/At 
National 




eE>s mm national average 






.1-.9 


1.0-1.9 


2.0-2.9 


3.0-3.9 


" 4.0-4.9 


5.0-5.9 


Reading 




1,2,3 


4,5 


6,7,8,9 


10 


11 


12 


Language 




K,l ,2,3,4 


5,6,7 


8,9,10 


11 


12 




Mathematics 


1,2,3 


K,4,5,6,7,8 


9,10,12 


11 









FIGURE 14 

1986-87 ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP — SPANISH 
Grade Equivalent Score 




All scores are based on students tested last 
2 ysars except K — K language reflects fall and 

spring. K natheaiatlcs reflects spring only. (See Figure 16 for numbers.) 
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Scores are generally closest to the national average in oathenjatics followed by 
language and finally reading. Spanish speakers score at or above the national 
nora in grades 1, 2» and 3 in inathesatics. The gap between the national norm 
and LEP students' average perforaance tends to widen by grade (see Figures 13, 
14, and 16). If examined with percentile scores, this trend is evident 
primarily across the elementary grades. 

Another way to examine these data is in terms of gains from one year to the 
next. Gains of more than one year help LEP students score closer to the 
national average— narrowing the achievement gap. Comparisons of gains between 
spring, 1986 and 1987 can be made at grades 3-8 and 10-12. Pre-post 
comparisons are not possible at K, 1, and 2 because of the administration of a 
new version of the ITBS test at those grades; 9th graders cannot be compared to 
8th grade because of the differences in the ITBS and TAP characteristics and 
norms. Results reveal that (see Figure 15): 



El^ntary ; Grade 3 students shoi«ed the strongest growth, with gains exceeding 
1 et in reading and language but not pathescatics (.8). Hatheaatics mean GE 
scores were at the national average. Grade 3 students have shown this sa^ 
pattern of strong performance the last three years. For the fourth year in a 
ro», grade 4 showed gains of less than 1 GE in all areas (about .7 GE). 
Gains for all AISD students and AISD Hispanic students were also less than 1 GE 
in all areas between 1985-86 and 1986-87. 

The emphasis on TEAMS may be helping at third grade. The change in schools 
which many students experience at grade 4 may help to explain the grade 4 
trends. Teachers may not be as familiar with the students' previous learning 
and therefore not capitalize on it (reteaching more than needed) or may not be 
emphasizing basic skills measured by the TEAMS enough. 

Junior High ; Gains were strong in reading and langiisge, but ssaller in 
oathe^tics. 

Senior High ; Gains were strong at all grades in math^tics and language but 
very staail 'in reading except at grade 11. Emphasis that has been placed on 
helping students pass the exit-level TEAMS may be having an impact at grade 11. 



FIGURE 15 

1986-87 GRAOE LEVaS WITH GAINS OF LESS THAN 
1 GE AND 1 GE OR (^RE~LEP SPANISH SPEAKERS 
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GE = Grade Equivalent 

Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of 
changes in tests. 
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FIGURE 16 

SPAHISH OHE-YEAR FOLLO«-UP — 1985 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST) 
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Vietnamese Speakers 

The second largest LEP language group in AISD is the Vietnamese— 159 LEP 
Vietnamese students were enrolled in AISD at year's end. Caution must be 
exercised in looking at trends by grade because of the small number at some 
grades (ranging from 6-21 students). 

• Of those tested, in reading, 35% have been in AISD LEP programs two 
years or less; 74X have been in six years or less (higher than for 
Spanish speakers and lower than for the Vietnamese population overall). 

« Of those tested, 92% were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese (higher 
than for Spanish speakers), 5% were balanced in English and Vietnamese, 
and 3% were monolingual in English. 

As with Spanish speakers, oiatheiiiatics was the Vietnamese LEP students' 
strongest area followed by language and finally reading. This was also true 
for other LEP groups. Average scores are generally higher for Vletnaioese and 
other language groups than Spanish speakers. Scores are above the national 
average at grades 1-7 and 10-12 in natheoatlcs and In language at grades 1-4 
and 10 (see Figure 17). 

In terms of one-year gains (see Figure 18), these were weakest in reading. By 
grade, grades 10 and 12 were strong in all three areas. TEAMS may have had an 
effect at grade 12. 

FIGURE 18 

1986-87 GRADE LEVaS WITH GAINS OF LESS THAN 
AND KORE THAN 1 GE-LEP VIETNAMESE SPEAKERS 
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GE = Grade Equivalent 

Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of 
changes in tests. 



EXITED STUDENT FaLOH-UP 

The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) decides when LEP students 
exit the program. By law, those scoring at or above the 40th percentile in 
both language and reading on a standardized test must be exited, but the LPAC 
considers other information on those scoring between the 23rd and 39th 
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FIGURE 17 

VICTHAMESE ONE-YEAR FOLLOH-UP ~ 1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST) » 
KATHEXATICS LAKGUAeE READIKG 
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percentile in jeciding when LEP students should exit. LEP students scoring 
below the 23rd percentile in one or both areas cannot be exited. 

The achievement of students exited from LEP status (and services) in 1984-85 
was checked for a five-year period— two years before exit, the exit year, and 
two years after exit. In 1984-85, 144 Spanish-speaking LEP students K-12 were 
exited. Most of those exited (129 or 89.6%) were students in grades K-6; 10 
(7%) were junior high and 5 (3.5%) were senior high students. The reading and 
language achievement patterns of the 59 elementary students active in AISO all 
five years (sprin", 1983 through 1987) are shown in Figures 19 and 20. (No 
kindergarteners and few first graders are in the sample because they could not 
have scores for 1983 and 1984.) Th6^assun^t1on Is thst, in a successful 
prograa, a SEBaller percentage of students will not know enough English to be 
tested or will show low scores ( 23rd XI 1e) across tiiae; a higher percentage 
will score at or above the 40th percentile. Once exited, it is expected that 
students will maintain or improve their achievement. In particular, it is 
hoped students will not fall below the 23rd percentile in either reading or 
language (at which point they must re-enter LEP status). 

These expectations were generally mt with the 1984-85 group. The percentage 
of students untested or with low scores decreased in the two years preceding 
exit. Most students were able to maintain their achievement level once they 
exited. However, a small percentage of students (15% in reading and 1.7% in 
language) did fall below the 23rd percentile after exiting LEP programs. 

In reading, where almost all drops in scores occurred, those exiting at the 
23rd-39th percentile were more likely to subsequently score below the 23rd 
percentile than those exiting with scores above 39 (although some in both 
groups later dropped). The one student who fell below 23 after exit in 
language scored between the 23rd and 39th percentile at exit. 



FIGURE 19 

ITBS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDBfTS 
EXITED IN 1984-85 IN GRADES 2-6 — READING 
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FIGURE 20 

ITBS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS 
EXITED IN 1984-85 IN GRADES 3-6 ~ LANGUAGE 
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KINDERGARTEN FOLLOH-UP (PRE-K VERSUS KO PRE-K) 

Title VII funded bilingual pre-K programs in AISD in 1980-81, 1981-82, and 
1982-83. The project was designed to develop Hispanic students' language 
skills, adapt instructional materials for AISD use, involve parents in the 
educational process, and train teachers in pre-K and bilingual education. All 
interested students were screened with the Primary Acquisition of Language 
(PAL) oral proficiency test. Initial one-year results were quite positive. 
Students in both groups would now be in grades 5, 4, and 3, respectively, if 
never retained. There was no reason to believe those in pre-K or not in pre-K 
started out at an advantage over the other group because participants were 
randomly selected. 

National research suggests that pre-K programs can have lasting eff.^cts— 
especially on variables such as retention rates and special education 
placement. This study followed the progress of all LEP kindergarteners in 
AISD in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84 to see whether there who had attended an 
AISD pre-K program the previous year showed an advantage over those who did 
not enter AISD until kindergarten in terms of: 

t Retention rates, 

6 Special Education placement, 

e LEP status (dominance changes, exits), and 

• Achievement growth. 

Because of the large quantity of data generated for the three groups, the 
group we will focus on primarily here is the 1981-82 group (for which the 
longest follow-up is possible). General tren. across the three groups will 
also be included here; the technical report includes more information on all 
groups. 
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LEP and Special Education Status 

AISD had 260 LEP students in kindergarten in 1981-82--195 had not attended 
pre-K in AISD the previous year and 65 had attended the program. Of those who 
attended AISD^s Title VII pre-^' program, 51 (78.5%) remained in AISD b.y 
1986-87; of those who did not ttend, 128 students (66%) remained, figure 21 
shows the percentage of thos3 s.ill active from each group who are now: 

• Still LEP and in the regular program, 
9 Special Education LEP students, and 

• Exited from LEP status. 

FIGURE ai 
1981-82 KINDERGARTEN FOLLOH-UP 
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Of students still in AISD, those attending the Title VII pre-K, compared to 
those not attending: 

• Were referred to special^ education about as often (with 9.8% of the 
pre-K and 10. 2J. of the no pre-K group referred); and 

• Exited less often (with 35% of the pre-K and 47X of the no pre-K group 
exiting). 

In both groups, it was more common for students to exit with both percentile 
scores on the ITBS jibove 40 than with one or both between 23 and 39. Those 
exiting had been LEP for three to four years. 

In the two previous years, special education rates were slightly lower for the 
pre-K than the no pre-K groups {15% vs. 17% for 1982-83 and 5% vs. 11% for 
1983-84) but exit rates were lower as well. 

Thus, there is no strong evidence that the pre-K group had lower rates of 
special education placenent or higher exit rates (as would be expected if the 
prograa had a long-teni ispact). It is not known whether the fact that more 
of '"^e pre-K group stayed in AISD impacted these results. 
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Dominance . If those served by pre-K tended to be dominant in Spanish more 
often than the no pre-K group, this might explain why fewer students exited. 
However, in the 1981-82 group, the pre-K group actually had fewer Spanish 
dominant students (33% versus 45%). Across time, both groups had more students 
become English dom"«nant or balanced in both languages. However, the no pre-K 
group showed a greater degree of change (19% versus 14%). By 1986-87, 41% of 
the no pre-K and 50% of the pre-K group were English dominant. (It must be 
noted that students are often not retested until they are ready for exit, so 
these are conservative estimates.) In the other two follow-up years, those 
served by pre-K tended to be Spanish dominant more often than the other group 
initially, and to show a greater change towards English dominance over time. 

Retention Rates 

In both the 1981-82 pre-K and no pre-K groups, approxicetely 50% of the 
students were retained. Students should have^been in grade 5 if not retained. 
The actual grade breakdowns for each of the 1981-82 groups is shown below. 

PRE-K - NO PRE-K 







No. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


GRADE: 


5 


25 


(49%) ' 


64 


(50%) 




4 


23 


(45%) 


63 


(49%) 




3 


2 


( 4%) 


1 


( 1%) 




2 


1 


( 2%) 


0 


( 0%) 


TOTAL: 




51 


(100%) 


128 


(100%) 



In the 1982-83 group, 50% of the pre-K and 49% of the no pre-K group were 
retained. I the 1983-84 group, 43% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K group 
were retained. Thus, there is no consistent evidence that the pre-K prograa 
resulted in fewer retentions. 

Achievement Patterns 

The progress of all students i«i both groups who were active in AISD all five 
years was followed in reading, language, and mathanatics (ITBS Total scores in 
each area were utilized). The achievement patterns for those not retained will 
be discussed here. The percentage of students scoring in three categories was 
followed over time. This included those scoring: 

• Below the 23rd percentile or not tested (it was assumed those not tested 
would have earned a low score because of limited English ability); 

• Between the 23rd and 39th percentile; 

a At or above the 40th percentile. 

It was hoped that the percentage of students in both groups who scored 'below 
the 23rd percentile would decrease, while the percentage scoring above the 40th 
percentile would increase, over time. If the pre-K program had long-term 
effects on achievement, pre-K groups would be expected to show larger changes 
over time. 
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Two points must be kept in mind in reviewing these results: 

• Reading is not tested at the kindergarten level, and 

t Even the first scores listed In each area are posttests since no scores 
are available at the pre-K level for both groups. 

Both the pre*K and no pre«*iC groups shorn! tne desired changes over time. Changes 
k^re mt^t dramatic In language (see Figure 22), with the percentage of students 
scoring above the 40th percentile rising 43*5S for pre-K and 51.9% for no pre-K 
students* Hathcsatlcs changes were more moderate, with a 30.4% Increase in the 
above 40 category for pre^K and a 42*4% Increase for no pre^K students. Reading 
percentages shtmed the sliest changes, with ^.3% mre of the pre-^K and 7.6% 
mre of the no pre-IC gnmp scoring above 40. The percentages of scores in 
reading, language, and mathematics in each range for both 1981-82 kindergarten 
groups plus the percentage of change over time are shown in Figure 23. 

FIGURE 22 
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Patterns were similar for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 kindergarten follow-up 
groups. In terms of scoring above the 40th percentile, the degree of change 
was more positive for the pre-K than the no pre-K group in only two of nine 
comparisons (in reading and mathentatics for the 1982-83 group). In terms of 
scoring below 23, larger decreases were seen for the pre-K versus the no pre-K 
group in three of nine comparisons. 

ThuS:, pre-K students did not sho» better long-tena achievei^nt than did 
students not served. It is difficult to determine why more positive effects 
were not seen for the pre-K Title VII students. If time and resources permit,, 
we hope to observe and document more fully the nature of the bilingual 
prekindergarten program as it now exists In AISD in the future. AISD's present 
program has had national recognition as exemplary and is quite different from 
the Title VII pre-K program. The amount of instruction provided in Spanish 
versus English would be one critical feature to document. Some national 
literature suggests that all Instruction should be in the native language at 
this young age. 



FI^RE 23 

PERCEHTASE OF 1981-82 KINDEf^TEN LEP STimEHTS SCORirfS IN THREE 
PERCENTILE RAKSES CH THE ITBS: PRE-K VS. PRE-K STUDENTS 



Percent! le Ranges 
Reading 


1982 


. Percent In 
1983 1984 


Each Category 
1985 1986 


1987 


Change 
1983-87 


No Score 
or<23 


Pre-K 
No prfe-K 


NA 
NA 


52.2 
36.6 


34.7 
1-7.3 


39.0 
19.0 


47.7 
■ 19.2 


47.8 
15.3 


- 4.4' 
-21.3 


23-39 


Pre-K 
No pre-K 




2iJ 
17.3 


43.5 
26.9 


30.4 
17.3 


26.1 
28.8 


21.; 

30.8 


0 

+13.5 




Pre-K 
No pf'e-K 




26.1 
46.2 


21.7 
55.8 


30.4 
63.5 


26.1 
51.9 


30.4 
53.8 


+ 4.3 
+ 7.6 


Language 


1982 


1983 


1984 


1985 


1986 


1987 


Change 
1982-87 


No Score 
or <23 


Pre-K 
No pre-K 


78.2 
73.0 


47.8 
40.4 


30.4 
15.4 


17.3 
11.5 


17.3 
7.7 


17.4 
7.6 


-60.8 
-65.4 


23-39. 


Pre-K 
No pre-K 


4.3 


8.7 
9.6 


13.5 


. 21.7 
9.6 


26.1 
17.3 


21.7' 
13.5 


+i/.4 
+13.5 




i^re-K 
No pre-K 


17:4 
26.9 


43.5 
50.0 


52.2 
71.2 


■ 60.9 
78.8 


56.5 
75.0 


60.9 
78.8 


+43.5 
+51.9 


Mathematics 


1982 


1983 


1984 


1985 


1986 


1987 


Change 
1982-87 


No Score 
or<23 


Pre-K 
Nc pre-K 


69.6 
51.8 


26.0 
11.6 


30.4 
7.7 


34.7 
30.8 


43.4 
21.2 


26.0 
21.2 


-4 J. 6 
-30.6 


23-39 


Pre-K 
No pre-K 


13.0 
19.2 


8.7 
11.5 


21.7 
11.5 


" 8.; 

5.8 


XJ.U 

13.5 


26.r 
7.7 


+13.1 
-11.5 


) ^40 


Pre-K 
No pre-K 


17.4 
28.8 


65.2 
76.9 


47.8 
80.8 


56.5 
63.5 


43.5 
65.4 


47.8 " 
71.2 


+30.4 
+42.4 



The 23 pre-K and 52 no pre-K students included were active all five years in 
Also and not retained. 
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1979-80 FIFTH GRAOE TITLE VII FOLLOH-UP 

From 1975-76 through 1979-80, AISD received federal Title VII funds for a 
bilingual demonstration project at grades K-6. The Title VII Project was to 
build the District's capacity to iinplement bilingual education through staff 
development, curriculum developmeni;, and parent involvement. The project 
operated at nine campuses in 1979-80— eight elementary (K-6) and one sixth- 
grade campus. All students on a campus, participated— all campuses had high 
concentrations of LEP students. One of the major findings at the end of the 
five-year project was that fifth graders who had participated since first 
grade showed greater gains in English reading than those not participating. 
Small but consistent increases were also seen in fifth graders' Spanish- 
reading skills (gains greater .than for non-project student?). 

Title VII students in fifth grade in 1979-80, unless retained subsequently, 
should have graduated in the spring of 1986-87. A follow-up was done on all 
fifth graders in the project in 1979-80 (92 were in the project since first 
grade with 129 in varying lengths of time). Their progress was compared to 
that of Chapter 1 students, Hispanic students, and all AISD fifth graders in 
terms of the following variables: 

§ Number still in AISD, 

® Number of dropouts, 

9 Number retained, 

o Course grades of F earned. 

The Title VII students would be expected to perform somewhat less well than 
all AISD fifth graders, but this information provides a valuable reference 
point. Title VII ftudents would be expected to show rates more similar to 
those of Chapter 1 and Hispanic students, although their limited knowledge of 
English again puts them at a disadvantage (Title VII students were excluded 
from those two groups in the follow-up). Thus, performance equal to any of 
the other groups would be quite positive. 

Current Status: Still in AISD Dropouts, Transfers 

Figure 24 shows the number and percent of the original 1979-80 groups still in 
AISD, dropped out, find transferred to other districts as of 1986-87. 



FIGURE 24 

1986-87 STATUS OF 1979-80 FIFTH GRADERS 
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The four groups differed significantly in terms of the percentage dropping out. 
Title VII students had the highest percentage of students still in AISD but 
also the highest percentage dropping out. The population appears quite 
stable, in that only 9% transferred to other districts. The Title VII dropout 
rate of 34.8% is double that for all 1979-80 fifth graders (17.3%); it is 
closest to the rate for Chapter 1 students (28.9%). 

Retention Rates 

Retention rates also varied significantly across groups. Of those still in 
Also in 1986-87, 60% of the 1979-80 Title VII group were on grade level (grade 
12) but AQ% had been retained at least once between 1979-80 and 1986-87; 18.5% 
(?3 students) had been retained more than once. As Figure 25 illustrates, 
these retention rates are over twice chat of all AISD 1979-80 fifth graders 
(15%). Retention rates were closer to those of Chapter 1 students (32%) and 
Hispanic students (23%). 

FIGURE 25 

1986-87 GRADE LEVa STATUS OF 1979-80 
FOa(^-UP GROUPS 
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Courses Grades — F's Earned 



The percentage of failing and passing grades earned during the spring of 
1986-87 was determined for courses taken by all groups. Courses in which 
seven or more former Title VII students were enrolled were selected; course 
grades for these same courses were then examined for the other groups as 
well. The courses included are listed below. 



English (IB, IIIB, IVB, IVB Academic) 
Correlated Language ARts (IIIB) 
Recordkeeping 
Foods and Nutrition 
Family Living 
Informal Geometry 
Introduction to Biology 
Cooperative Training 



Chemi stry 
U.S. History 
U.S. Government 
Sociology 

Advanced Social Studies 
Health 

Vocational Office Education 



(VOE) 
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Pass and fail rates for these courses combined are shown in Figure 26. The 
Title VII fo11ou-(ip group had the highest failure rate (20.2S), again double 
that' of all AISD follow-up students (10.3%). Rates were more similar to those 
of Chapter 1 (15.4%) and Hispanic (14.4%) students. 



FIGURE 26 
1979-80 TITI.E VII FOLLCM-UP GROUPS 
COURSE GRADES— PASS AND FAIL 





Title Vll 


Chapter 1 


Hispanic 


All AISD 




N % 


N % 


N % 


N % 


Pass 


42 79.8 


193 84.6 


379 85.6 


2,190 89.7 


Fail 


166 20.2 


35 15.4 


64 14.4 


251 10.3- 


Total Grades 










Earned 


208 100.0 


228 100.0 


443 100.0 


2,441 100.0 



Includes consnon courses taken by all groups, spring, 1987. Grades 
earned exceed number in each group because some students were 
enrolled in more than one course Included. 



Failure rates were lower for Title VII students than for the other groups for 
some of the 16 courses. The English IVB academic rates were lower for the 
Title VII than for any of the other groups. U.S. Government failure rates 
were lower for Title VII than for Chapter 1 or Hispanic students. Overall, 
Title VII failure rates were lower than Chapter I's in three courses, lower 
than Hispanic's 1n five courses, and lower than all AISD students in four 
courses. 

Summary 

The boost pitivlded by Title VII did not appear sufficient to overcone 1 iialted 
English ability In the fifth-grade follo»-up. Fifth graders in Title VII in 
1979-80 had higher rates of retention, dropping out, and failing ttian the 
1979-80 Chapter 1 students as r^ll as the othor tuo coasparison groups. 
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PRUEbA Dt LECTURA 

It is difficult to evaluate the academic achievement of Spanish-dominant or 
monolingual students (LEP A and B categories) because they often cannot 
comprehend enough English to take the ITBS. The achievement of these students 
was monitored using the Spanish reading achievement of LEP A and B students in 
grades 2-6 on the Prueba de Lectura. 

The Prueba de Lectura provides a measure of level of comprehension, speed of 
comprehension, and vocabulary in Spanish reading. It is administered each 
March to LEP A and B students by ORE testers. The maximum raw score is 110. 
The table below shows the performance in raw scores for 1986 and 1987 of those 
tested both years. 

® Mean scores increased by grade level;., 

e All groups showed increased knowledge of Spanish reading; 

o The most growth occurred for those who moved from second to third grade; 

e The least growth occurred for those moving from fifth to sixth grade. 



FI6URE 27 

PRUEBA DE LECTURA PERFORMANCE FOR SPANISH 
DOMIHAMT/HOHOLIHeUAL STUDENTS 1986-8>* 







GRADES ] 


:N 1986-87 




3 


4 


5 


6 


1986 


51.0 


62.6 


68.2 


73.7 


1987 


63.2 


70.7 


75.5 


79.9 


^IN 


12.2 


8.1 


7.3 


6.2 


N 


91 


70 


39 


35 



♦Reflects mean raw scores only for those tested both years 



These results roughly parallel those found last year, except that students 
appeared to show slightly smaller gains than last year at all grade levels. 
The fact that gains declined somewhat across grades may reflect less time 
spent on Spanish at the upper elementary grades or less room for growth (many 
students show very high scores in grades 5 and 6). One caution for 
interpreting these results is that students are not retested for dominance 
each year. Therefore, some students may be more proficient in English than 
their status implies. 
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DROPOUT RATES 

Figure 28 shows the 1985-86 high school dropout rates by ethnicity, sex, and 
grade- for LEP students and for the District. 

® LEP students' overall dropout rate (21.3%) was twice as high as the 
overall District rate (10.7%). 

9 Hispanic LEP students had the highest dropout rate (23.6%) which was 
about 8% higher than for Hispanics at the District level (15.3%). 

8 24.3% of the LEP males dr.opped out while 17.3% of the females dropped out. 

t LEP ninth graders were most likely to drop out (29.4%), while 12th 

graders were least likely to drop out (3.2%). This was also true for the 
District. 

FIGURE 28 

ANNUAL 1985-86 HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE BY ETHNICITY, SEX, AND 
GRADE FOR LIf3ITED-EN«.ISH-PR0FICIENT STUDENTS AND THE DISTRICT 



1 LEP STUDENTS 


DISTRICT 


Group 


Cropouts 


Enronment 


Dropout % 


Dropouts 


EnroUment 


Dropout t 


Black 


0 


1 


0.0 


314 


3,204 


9«8 


Hispanic 


55 


233 


23.6 


661 


4,316 


15.3 


Other 


15 


94 


16.0 


936 


10,374 


9.0 


Female 


24 


139 


17.3 


883 


8,829 


10.0 


Hale 


46 . 


189 


24.3 


1,028 


9,065 


11.0 


Grade 9 


48 


163 


29.4 


911 


6,393 


14.2 


Grade 10 


13 


83 


15.7 


456 


4,500 


10.1 


Grade 11 


8 


51 


15.7 


35A 


3,713 


9.5 


Grade 12 


1 


30 


3.2 


190 


3,288 


5.8 


Total 


.70 


328 


21.3 


1,911 


17,894 


" 10.7 
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Although the dropout rate for LEP students is high, it may be a slight 
overestimate. One reason is that if a student gofts back to their native 
country, that country is less likely to request a transcript than a U.S. 
school. Since transcript request is the basis used for calculating dropout 
rates, it is possible that some students who were really in school were 
considered dropouts because a transcript was never requested for them. Thus, 
caution should be used in interpreting the dropout rates. 

48 

37 
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IS AISD'S SECONDARY TITLE VII PRQGRAH HAVING AN IMPACT? 



PWmm IKPLEHENTATION AND SERVICES 
Costs 

The overall cost of Title VII in 1986-87 was $87,893, or $320.78 per 
student (274). Program implementation will be explored in terms of Title 
VII 's four components. 

Staff Training 

Staff training provided ESL endorsement classes and teacher workshops. In 
1986-87, teachers could take the third and fourth of a series of four ESL 
semester courses leading to endorsement certification. Interested staff 
could also participate in workshops at the program schools. 

Endorsement Classes 

The following is true about the endorsement implementation: 

f This year 14 program teachers enrolled in the third ESL course 
and seven enrolled in the fourth and final ESL endorsement course 
(five finished the fourth course). 

0 Three teachers completed all four courses offered in 1985-86 and 
1986-87 leading to endorsement. 

9 Three courses were finished by five teachers and six completed 
two courses. One course was finished by 11 teachers. Thus, 25 
teachers were involved overall. 

• The three teachers completing all four endorsement courses 
instructed students in: 
Language 
Social Studies 
Vocational Arts . 

0 Teachers completing two or more courses served students in: 
Reading Social Studies 

Language Science 
Mathematics Art 

« The total cost to Title VII for the tuition of the 21 teachers 
who enrolled in the two endorsement classes in 1986-87 was 
$4,235, or $201.67 per endorsement participant. 
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The five AISD teachers who finished the last course were asked to complete a 
survey; three of them were program teachers who finished all courses in the 
ESL endorsement series. The following was expressed by these teachers: 

• Of the five teachers, four responded they had learned "a lot" from 
the last class; one stated that "some" learning had occurred. 

§ Four of the teachers indicated the ESL courses were worth their 
expenditure of time ~ one did not. 

• While two teachers believed endorsement class participation had 
improved their LEP students' English skills; two were more neutral. 
One did not have any LEP students. 

A count was done of the number of LEP students served by teachers who had 
completed two or more of the four endorsement courses in 1985-86 or 1986-87. 
It was felt that teachers enrolled in more than one course were more likely to 
use ESL techniques enough to have a measurable impact on students' learning. 
Overall, 98 students were served. (See Figurp 29.) Of course, other students 
were, or will be, impacted somewnat — those served by teachers participating 
in one class, non-LEP students, and studentr to be served in coming years by 
all endorsement teachers. However, in terns of program students, most of 
those served were at Travis five teachers completed two or more 

endorsement courses. Most uv.^^ students were taught by one of two ESOL 
teachers. She was bilingus?\^ dorsed through a grandfather clause in the 
state law, and took the courses to formalize her training. 



FISURE 29* 
TITLE VII SrdDEHTS SIEVED BY 
EKOSaSEHENT Te^CfiERS IK 



school 


Number Servsc 


\ 




1 








11 ^ 


12 


Total 


Murchison , 


1 


0 




d 


0 


U 


1 


Andisrson 


C 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


Joh?>r)ton 


0 


0 


10 


0 


0 


0 


10 




0 


^ 0 


39 


27 


14 


5 


PR 


Total 


1 1 


0 


5: 


Zl 


14 


5 





Includes 14 teachers in two or more endorsement courses 
Teacher Workshops 

Workshops were implemented as planned and focused on Iwo topics: 

r Designing lesson plans for LEP students, and 

t Mainstreaming LEP students in secondary content area classes using 
cooperative learning techniques. 

^Figure numbers do not start with Figure 1, because this was taken from a 
longer report, Programs for Students with Limited English Proficiency: 
Evaluation 1986^^ 
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The lesson plan workshop was held in December, 1986, and was attended by nine 
teachers. In-service evaluation questionnaires were filled out by 
participants. Teachers indicated overall satisfaction with the workshop 
prograia and presenter in terms of: 

• Presentation and meeting of objectives, 
« Interest level, 

• Presentation of information, 

© Effective uses of printed materials, 
e Usefulness of content, 

• Knowledgeability and preparation of presenter. 

Eigh't of nine respondents said they would like more related training.. 

The second group of workshops, which focused on« using cooperative learning 
for mainstreamed LEP students, was held during the spring of 1987. The 
series of five workshops, repeated twice, was attended by 18 program 
teachers. Teachers were asked to complete a pre- and post workshop survey. 

Pfitrtici pants surveyed at the beginning of the series had a wide range of 
familiarity with cooperative learning concepts and techniques. The seven 
teachers responding to the survey at the end of the course provided generally 
positive responses. 

• All were implementing cooperative learning techniques, 

• All felt adequately prepared to use the techniques. 

The pre- and post-survey responses for these seven teachers were reviewed for 
each of the 10 items. The number of responses which became more positive 
varied from 4 to 7 per item. All teachers felt more comfortable defining the 
term "cooperative learning"; 6 of 7 believed they were able to organize 
effective cooperative learning groups and select appropriate materials for 
cooperative learning better. The two items for which only four of the seven 
teachers showed improved ratings at the end related to their familiarity with 
research on cooperative learning and their comfort in using the techniques. 
The three who were somewhat familiar with the literature and almost always 
felt comfortable with the techniques initially were the ones whose ratings 
did not change after the workshop series. Thus, overall responses were 
positive. 



Tutor Assistance 
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During 1985-86 and 1986-87, University of Texas tutors from multicultural 
classes assisted program LEP students. Plans for 1986-87 were to assign 
tutors to all four campuses both semesters. Tutors were assigned to all four 
pif-ogram schools first semester. Second semester, Anderson did not have any 
tutors because of problems in assignment coordination and tutor 
transportation. First semester, 1986-87, 39 tutors were assigned to program 
LEP students at the four program campuses; 30 tutors were assigned second 
semester to program LEP students at three schools. In 1986-87, 120 program 
LEP students received tutoring services. This was considerably more than the 
78 program students in 1985-86 who were served. 

O 40 ' 
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Two data collection problems impacted counts of students served and 
comparisons of tutored and nontutored students* performance. Both problems 
may have resulted in some tutored students being assigned to the nontutored 
group . 

• First semester, no tutor records were received from one school and both 
semesters data were incomplete from all schools. Also, some tutor 
records lacked the last names of the tutored students. Attempts were 
made to trace last names, but in some cases it was impossible and data 
were lost. 

• This year other community -groups have been tutoring at the four program 
schools. This was not determined until spring interviews. Names of 
those tutored by others were not available. Some program LEP students 
who were designated as nontutored may have actually been tutored. 

Evaluation findings examining the gains of tutored and nontutored program 
students may be found in this final report under English Proficiency and 
English Achievement. Significant differences in favor of tutored students 
were not found for English proficicency on the LAB. While ITBS /TAP percentile 
scores increased more for tutored students than nontutored in 6 of 8 compari- 
sons, they could not be tested for significance because of small sample size. 

National research (Cohen, 1982) suggests peer tutoring programs are most 
effective when: 

t Highly structured with well-planned curricula and methods, 

• Focused on basic content and skills, and 

t Relatively short in duration (a few weeks or months). 

Title VII and UT staff should explore whether more extensive training of 
tutors could strengthen the program still further. More training of students 
in the use of ESL techniques might be particularly helpful, because most speak 
only English. Also, lo;s indicate tutors often worked with the whole 
class— this does not really constitute "tutoring." 

Parent Workshops 

This new 1986-87 component was implemented ss planned. A series of six 
workshops, repeated three times, dealt with the following topics. 

• Helping your children ^eurYi 

• Extracurricular activities 
0 Preventing runaways 

• Helping your children say "no" to drugs and alcohol 

• Sexual problems of adolescence 
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t Ethnic differences in the role and authority of police in assisting 
students 

• Importance of communication 

• Adjustment to a new culture and country 

• Hispanic conflicts and acceptance 
8 New immigration law 

Parent workshops were given by a Spanish/English speaking clinical 
psychologist, with a background in education and counseling. Evaluation forms 
completed at each meeting indicated that parent attendance varied between 3 
and 100. Attendance was reportedly even higher at some sessions based on 
staff reports (all may not have turned in evaluation forms). Overall, the 
evalEitcitions were unifonaly positive. 

Parents wanted more discussion about the follo^ving topics: 

• Approaching sex education with their children 

• New immigration law 

• Drjgs in S'dolescence 

• Helping children take advantage of school 

• Signs and causes of homosexuality 

Curriculum Development 

Handbook sections on philosophy methodology/techniques, lessons, and 
vid20tapes were written and reorganized. The bibliography has been revised 
with new entries added. Also, a consultant prepared a synthesis of different 
ESL methodologies with sample lessons. 



ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 

The Language Assessment Battery is a language proficiency test. Title VII 
project students were administered the English portion in the fall and spring 
to evaluate progress in English oral proficiency. The h .ghest possible score 



The tnglish proficiency objective was that students' average posttest 
percentile scores on the English Assessioent Language Battery (LAB) would be 
higher than the pretest percentile scores. The objective was met by students 

o f J ?\^?' •'^'9"''^ 30). AISD Title VII students in grades 7, 

8, and 9 had such limited proficiency that their scores remained at the first 
percentile despite raw score gains. Percentile norms are more sensitive to 
proficiency gains in the middle and upper ranges of scores. LAB norms are 
based on English speakers in New York City. Students with little English 
proficiency must earn 45 to 53 points to get beyond the first percentile 
(based on grade). Because percentiles were not considered an accurate measure 
of growth at these grade levels, raw scores were also examined. 

Four out of six grade levels showed significant gro^rth in raw scores-grades 
8, 9, 10, and 11. 
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FIGURE 30 
LAB PERCENTILE AND MEAN RAH SCORES 
FOR PROGRAM STUDENTS, 1986-87 BY GRADE 



GRADE 


N 


FALL 




SPRING 




MEAN RAW SCORE 


PERCENTILE 


MEAN RAW SCORE 


PERCENTILE 


"7 


18 




1 


3B.44 


1 


8 


10 


34.80 


1 


42.60* 


1 


9 


27 


39.50 


1 


52.18* 


1 


10 


21 


51.95 


4 


60.00* 


7 


11 


9 


58.67 


5 


65.89* 


8 


12 


5 


58.20 : 


3 ' 


67.20 


6 



* = Gains significant at p<.05 level 



In .terms of English proficiency the following was also found: 

f A slightly greater percentage of pijjgram participants made gains in 
1985-86 than in 1986-87. Of the program students with both pre- and 
posttests, 109 of the 131 (83.22) 1985-86 participants made gains in 
the English LAB; in 1986-87, 71 (78X) of the 91 participants showed 
gains. 

• In terms of meeting District standards for showing English 

proficiency (23rd percentile on the LAB), this year four students of 
the 91 with pre- and posttest scores reached proficiency.. None 
reach2d proficiency last year. 

0 The mean raw score gains of both the program students wno were 
tutored by University of Texas students and those who were not 
tutored were highly significant (at the' .0001 level). 

« Regression analysis revealed that there was no significant difference 
between the patterns of growtJt of the tutored and nontutored groups. 
Both groups showed raw score gains at all grade levels. In the 
tutored group these were significant at one out of six grade levels; 
nontutored raw score gains were significant at three out of six grade 
"levels. (See Figure 31.) 

9 The percentage of tutored students making gains in 1986-87 (86.4%) 
was considerably higher than that found in 1985-16 (47.2%). 
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FIGURE 31 

\J£ PERCENTILE AND MEAN RAH SCORES FOR 
TUTQREO/NONTUTORED STUDENTS IN 1986-87 » BY GRADE 



TUTORED FALL 1986-87 SPRING 



GRADE N 


MEAN RAW SCORE 


PERCENTILE 


MEAN RAW SCORE 


PERCENTILE 


7 7 


34.14 


1 


3B.43 


1 


o 0 


31.00 


1 


36.80 


1 


9 16 


38.88 


. 1 


53.31* 


2 


10 9 


52.44 


4 


59.56 


6 ■ 


11 5 


54.20 


3 


65.20 


8 


12 2 


42.00 


1 


■ 57.00 


3 


NONTUTORED 




1985- 


•86 SPRING 


Gi^DE N 


MEAN RAM SCORE PtftCENTILE 


MEAN RAW SCORE 


PERCENTILE 


7 11 


35.91 


1 


38.46 


1 


8 5 


38.50 


I 


48.40 


2 


9 12 


40.33 


1 


50.67* 


1 


10 12 


51.58 


3 


60.33* 


7 


11 4 


64.25 


8 


66.75 


9 


12 3 


69.00 


7 


74.00* 


11 



* = Significant at p<.05 



In susiaary, English proficiency mean raw score gains were seen at all grade 
levels; these were significant at four cut of six grade levels. Most 
individual students showed gains (78%), and a ssiall group were able to show 
English oral proficiency this year. 

While no significant difference between the tutored and nontutored groups in 
LAB gains from pre- to posttesting was evident, several factors may have 
affected these outcomes. All tutor records were not returned, so some 
students in the nontutored group may actually have been served. Also, this 
year other service groups offered tutoring to students at the program schools; 
some LEP students may have been served but this is unknown. Some students 
were at schools that had tutors for two years, while others were part of a 
newly implemented tutoring program this year. How these variables influenced 
the outcomes is unknown. 



ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT (ITBS/TAP) 

Most Title VII students have not been in AISD or its programs for LEP students 
for very long. Two-thirds (65%) of the 120 junior high and 59% of the 132 . 
senior high students in Title VII at year's end had been participating less 
than two years. Students had to be in AISD a minimum of 1.1 years to be in 
the achievement analyses since scores for May, igbTTnd 1987 were required. 
Overall, 56% of the Title VII students could be validly tested both years. 
Students in AISD LEP programs less than two years represented 425& of those 
tested. 
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Grade Equivalent Scores— 1986 to 1987 

Most analyses were performed using percentile scores as required by program 
objectives. However, grade equivalent scores offer another perspective on thj 
growth students demonstrated. Gains at the three Title VII high schools 
combined and Murchison junior High are shown in Figures 32 and 33. 

.Students scored below the national norm in both 1986 and 1987 in all areas. 
Students scored closest to the national average in mathematics. Gains of 
greater than 1 GE help these students close the gap between their performance 
and the national norm. 

« ftarchison 7th and 8th graders showed average gains exceedinq 1 GE in 
reading, language, and i&athesiatlcs at grade 7. Grcde 8 avsrage 
sath^tlcs gains were considerably less than 1 GE (.69). Last year's 
mathematics gain was also below 1 GE. Murchison had no 8th grade 
bilingual mathematics teacher for part of last year; this year 
Murchison was still understaffed in mathematics— one period each of 
seventh and eighth grade bilingual mathematics was taught. Thus, many 
Title VII students had mathematics with an English-speaking teacher. 

« Title VII high school average gains exceeded 1 GE in mathematics and 
language at all grades (10, lU 12) but v^re considerably less than 1 
SE (.2 GE) in reading at grades 10 and 12 (.4 GE). Grade 11 reading 
gains were strong (1.6 GE). The number tested was less than 20 at 
grades 11 and 12. The reason for the low reading gains is unclear. 
Grade 9 gains cannot be discjssed because students are tested with the 
ITBS in grade 8 and the TAP in ^rade 9. Test characteristics and norms 
are too dissimilar to allow valid comparisons. 

Percentile Scores (1986-87) 

Overall English achievement outcomes were evaluated in terms of the formal 
objective which stated that program students average posttest percentiles 
(spring, 1987) would be higher than their average pretest percentiles (spring. 



Figures 34-and 35 show that the objective was mt in each subject by most 
.grade levels; percpntlles Increased In 17 of 23 cossparisons by subject and 
gratle; 

® By subject, mathematics was the best area, with gains at all grade 
levels. Reading and social studies showed the least Improvement. 

• By grade, grade 7 showed the best performance, with gains in all 
areas. Grades 10 and 12 improved in the fewest arees (3 of 5). 
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FIGURE 32 
TAP MEAN 6E SCORES 
TITLE VII HIGH SCHOffl.S ONE-YEAR Fffl-U^-UP-- 
1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST) 



MATHEMATICS LAHaiAGE READING 



1 TOTAL I NUMBER 1 PREHATH iPOSTNATH IMATHGAIN \ HmgR j PRELANG iPOSTLANG ILANG&AIN 

1 til t^«^i..i.» ... ..JL— 1- ^ A S. . . 


NUM8ER i PREREAO IPOSTREAO IREAOGAlN 1 


1 GROUP 1 TESTED i hEAN I MEAN | MEAN 


TESTED 1 HEAN i MEAN 1 HEAN 


TESTED 1 MEAN 1 HEAN | HEAN 1 


i GRADE i i 1 1 


i 1 1 


} 1 i 1 


109 60 1 321 I 7.891 


321 1 6.811 


321 1 6*241 t 


110 41 1 201 7.A7I 9.0AI 1.57 


201 6.421 7.68] 1«26 


201 6.431 6.S8I 0*131 


111 19 } 131 8.361 9.58i lo20 

112 13 1 9] 9.641 11.141 1*50 


121 6.121 7.211 1.09 


131 5e42l 6.961 1.551 
1 91 6*74 1 7.161 0.41 i 


91 6.411 7.981 1«57{ 


ITOTAL 133 I 741 O.ItV 8.891 0.72 


73i 6«loi 7.261 ^ l^isj 


741 6o04l 6.571 0.531 



Note: Gains could not be calculated at grade 9 because students were tested at grade 8 with the ITBS. 1982 norms. 
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FIGURE 33 
GRADE 7 MURCHISON TITLE VII 
ITBS GE SCORES SPRING. 1985 ANE 

GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORE 



9.0 - 

8.0 - 

7.0 - 

G.O - 

5.0 - 

4.0 - 

3.0 - 

2.0 - 




1986 



SrstlB Equivalent (6E] scores for 
students tested both years, 
isaa nores. N - 30-37 



1987 



SPRING 



NATIONAL 



MATHEMATICS 



LAf46UA6E 

READIN6 
9- 
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GRADE a MURCHISON TITLE VII 
ITBS GE SCORES SPRING, 1986 AND 1987 



SHADE EQUIVALENT SCORE 



9.0 






8.0 




7.8 


7.0 




7.43 


6.0 






5.0 




5.07 


4.0 






3.n 








6.45 

35 



1986 



1987 



SPRING 



Includes LEP students dooinsnt or Qonolingual 
in Spanish or balanced in English and 5(:uni3h. 

N = 30-33 



47 



59 



NATIONAL 



MATHEMATICS 



LANGUA6E 
flEAOING 
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FIGURE 34 

PERCENTILE GAINS OF TITLE VII STUDENTS ON THE 1987 UBS/TAP 
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1.5 


12 


10 2.5 


-7.5 


U 


10 


12.5 


12.5 


0 


10 


16 21.5 


5.5 


10 


28.5 


39.5 


11 


9 


15 


9 


-6 


9 


9 13 


4 



FIGURE 35 
GRADES MEETING THE ACHIEVEKEMT 
OBJECTIVE ON THE 1987 ITBS/TAP 





0BJ£CT1V£ M£T 


— mitmi mtt 


Reading 


7,8,11 


10,12 


Language 


7,8,11,12 


10 


Mathanatics 


7,8,10,11,12 


8,12 


Social Studies 


7,10,11 


Science 


**10,12 


11 > 



* Ninth graders were excluded from all analyses, because they took the ITBS 

in 1986 and the TAP in 1987. 
** Grades seven and eight do not taKe the science test. 



Additionally, the overall student gains were examined for tutored and 
nontutored students. Grades 7-8 and grades 10-12 were collapsed to adjust for 
the small numbers tutored at individual grades. As can be seen in Figure 36, 
tutored students exhibited more improvement than nontutored in 6 of 9 
comparisons. Sample sizes were too small for significance testing. 

FI^RE 36 

PERCENTILE PAINS OF TUTORED AND NONTUTORED 
TITLE VII 'DENTS ON THE 1987 ITBS/TAF 
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12 
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7 
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14 
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-11 


' 4 


3 18 


15 


No 


37 


9 8 


-1 


32 


11 16.5 


5.5 


37 


23 33 


10 


35 


10 11 


1 


33 


8 14 


6 




Total 
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37 
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Also, the percentage of those students with gains in 1986-87 was compared to 
those with gains in 1985-86. The results are shown in Figure 37. In 1987, a 
greater percentage of tutored students made gains in reading, mathematics, and 
science. However, caution should be noted in interpreting the findings; the 
number of tutored students with ITBS/TAP scores (excluding grade nine) in 
1987, was much smaller than in 1986. (The N was so small in both social 
studies and science that no real comparison can be made.) 

FIGURE 37 

PERCENTAGE^ilF TUTORED STUDENTS WITH 
ITBS/TAP GAINS 1985-86 AND 1986-87 




74 



1986 
1987 




READINB UNBUAGE MATHEMATICS SOC. ST. SCIENCE 



Scores of both years' ninth 
Qrsders.Ners excluded 
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SPANISH PROFICIENCY AND ACHIEVEMENT 



Spanish proficiency and achievement was measured hy La Prueba Riverside de 
Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba Riverside) » which measures achievement in 
reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and science; it is designed 
to be of comparable difficulty to the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. The 
highest possible raw score varies from 25 to 30, depending upon the 
subtest. La Prueba Riverside was administered at Murchison, because Title 
VII LEP students received bilingual instruction in the content areas plus 
ESL. At Travis, LEP students received one daily period each of Spanish for 
Native Speakers and ESL; content areas were taught in English. In the case 
of Travis, La Prueba Riverside was administered to evaluate school 
achievement In the students' more fluent language. 

The two objectives used to evaluate students • Spanish proficiency and 
achievement stated that the percentage of Titl^ VII Program students making 
gains in language and other content areas would be higher in 1986-*87 than in 
1985-86. Overall, the percentage of students making gains Increased in 
every subject area. As can be seen below, both schools met the objective in 
three of five areas, narrowly missing the objective in the other areas. It 
should be noted that Murchison has had limited bilingual mathematics 
Instruction over the past two years. 



FIGURE 38 

PERCENTA6E OF TITLE VII STUDENTS SHOUING 
GAINS LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE 



SUBJECTS 


MURCHISON 


TRAVIS 




N 


1985-86 


N 


1986-87 


N 


1985-86 


N 


1986-87 


Reading 


75 


61% 


101 


73i 


il 


33% 


47 


m 


Language 


75 


59% 


101 


72% 


13 


54% 


47 


53% 


Mathematics 


76 


67% 


101 


65% 


13 


46% 


47 


81% 


Social Studies 


76 


54% 


101 


60% 


12 


75% 


47 


72% 


Science 


76 


57% 


99 


57% 


12 


42% 


47 


57% 



Mean ra^ score gains were exasained by grade level; 16 of 20 comparisons were 
significant (see Figure 39). Actual scores are shown In the technical 
report. * \ 

t Grade 7 shewed significant gains in all subjects, with grades 9 and 
10 showing significant gains in four of five areas. Grade 8 showed 
significant chains in three areas. 

e Significant gains were seen at all four grade levels in reading awd 
mathematics; gains were significant in language and social studies at 
three grades and in science at two. 
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Thus, Prueba Riverside results were quite positive. 



FI6URE 39 
GRADE LEVaS WITH SIGNIFICANT AND 
NOT SIGNIFICANT GAINS ON LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE — 1986-87 





slfiNinCANY 


NOT SIGNIFICANT 


Reading 


7,8,9,10 " 




Language 


7,8,9 


10 


Mathematics 


7,8,9,10 




Social Studies 


7,9,10 


8" 


Science 


7,10 


8,9 



Gains significant at p <.01 level or greater 



DROPOUT RATES 

Figure 40 shows the 1985-86 secondary dropout rate of program LEP A and B 
students (English monolingual, or Spanish dominant) and other LEP C,D, 
and E students (bilingual, English dominant, and English monolingual) 
attending 'itle VII program campuses. Rates cover the period of 
September through July of 1985-86. Students are considered dropouts if 
they leave AISD during the year and a request for a transcript is not 
received by July 1. LEP dropout rates are overestimates to the extent 
that students return to other countries that do not request transcripts. 

• The LEP dropout rate for Spanish speakers at the four Title VII 
schools overall (18%) was well above the District rate (10. 7^) and 
slightly above the District's Hispanic rate (15.3%). 

0 The rate for program students (LtP A and B) was slightly lower 
{18%) than. that for LEP C, D, and. E students (20%) at the Title 
VII schools. 

» The LEP dropout rate was^-highest at grade 9 (37%) with little 
difference between program and other LEPs at the schools for both 
program students and for other LEP students at the schools. 

• Murchison Junior High LEP students were less likely to drop out 
(90%) than Title VII senior high schools, regardless of their LEP 
status. 
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FIGURE 40 

ANNUAL 1985-86 SECONDARY DROPOUT RATE FOR TITLE VII SCHOOLS 
SPANISH DO^INANT/KONOLINGUAL (LEP A&B) VERSUS 
OTHER SPANISH LEP (A, B, & C) STUDENTS 
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TOTAL 


34 


193 
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20 
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54 
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Grade 




















7 


3 


42 


7% 


2 


17 


11% 


5 


59 


8% 


8 


7 


67 


• 10% 


2 


23 


9% 


9 


90 
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9 


17 


45 


38% 


13 


37 


35% 


30 


82 


37% 


10 


6 


27 


11% 


2 


14 


m ^ 


8 


41 
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11 


1 


12 


8% 


1 


11 


9% 


2 


23 


9% 


12 


0 


0 


0% 


0 


0 


0% 


0 


0 
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TOTAL 


34 


193 


18% 


20 


102 


10% 


54 


295 


18% 
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IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test 
Introduction 



This appendix provides information on the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test 
(IPT). The following decision and evaluation questions are addressed: 

Decision Question 02: Should staffing be changed or increased to better meet 
the needs of LEP students? 

Evaluation Question D2-3: What is the domin^/ice of this year's new LEP 
students compared to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and elementary versus 
secondary)? How many n^w LEP students uere classified as limited in both 
Enalish and Spanish? 



Procedure 

The IDEA Oral Lanauage Proficiency Test (IPT) replaced the Primary 
Acquis-" ion of Language (PAL) in 1986-87 as the oral language proficiency 
screen;., J instrument for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students in the 
Austir liidependent School District (AISD) at grades pre-K through 6. 

It is difficult to truly evaluate the effectiveness of the IDEA as a 
screening tool after only one year of use. Thus, what we have done is 
present information that was available this year. 

The first thing that was done at the beginning of the 1986-87 school year was 
to send out IDEA materials to the schools. Materia.! s for ^drinistering the 
IDEA Oral Proficiency Test were sent to the principals at each of the 
elementary schools on August 13 and 19, 1986. Th£ number sent to each school 
was based on the number of PAL's ('■'rimary Acquisition of Language Test) given 
the previous year. Only one Examiner's Manual was sent per school and one 
set of pictures was sent for every 25 students tested. Answer sheets were 
sent according to the number tested in 1985-86. Other pieces of information 
sent were: 

• How to administer and score the IDEA (pages in handbook), 

• Appendix A (Rationale of test items), 
9 ALERT (Spanish Pre-K norms), and 

• Pre-K labels. 
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Materials for the test were also sent in Spanish. An Examiner's Manual in 
Spanish was sent only to those schools with at least 50 Spanish PAL's given. 
The picture booklets and the answer sheets were distributed as for the English. 

The number sent to each school was well documented. Sign-out sheets were made 
to record what was sent to which school (see Attachment A-1). 

There were oroblems, however, with sending out materials too early in the year 
because in most schools the person responsible for the identification of 
limited-English-proficient students was either not assigned or not working 
yet. Consequently, some of the test materials were misplaced and in a few 
cases never found. It was decided that in 1987-88 the test materials would 
not be sent as early and that when they were the packages would De better 
labeled to insure that they would go to the appropriate person. 

A concern addressed in this appendix results from several school personnel who 
administered the IDEA questioning test results. It seems a considerable 
number of pre-K and as LEP students scored as non-English and non-Spanish 
sneaking or as very limited in both. To get a better grip on the situation, a 
count of LEP students falling into each of the score categories was run and 
looked at more closely. 

Evaluation Question D2-3 is also answ-^red in this appendix. 



Results 

The IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Tests if taken in Englisn and Spanish can 
produce a combination of scores resulting in seven different dominances based 
on the AISD LEP Dominance Guide (see Attachment A-2). 

The four score combinations of concern weve: 

Non-English Speaking (NES) + Limited-Spanish Speaking (LSS) 
Limited-Enqlish Speaking (LES) + Non-Spanish Speaking (NSS) 
Non-English Speaking (NES) + Non-Spanish Speaking (NSS) 
Limited-English Speaking (LES) + Limited-Spanish Speaking (LSS) 

The District Priorities data analyst ran a count of all the Hispanic LEP 
students (Pre-K through 6) tested with the IDEA as of January, 1987. The 
complete count of LEP student scoring in each of the combinations is listed in 
Attachment A-3. 

Figure A-1 shows the number of students scoring in the four score combinations. 
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Figure A-l 

IDEA TEST SCORES FOR HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS. 
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29 


7.6% 
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56.6% 
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30.0% 


TOTAL 


382 


lOO.Ot 
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100.02 


311 


IUO.0% 
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§ The majority (92%) of pre-K Hispanic LEP students and over two-thirds 
(69%) of Kindergarten LEP students feT" into one of the four categories. 

0 Almost three-fourths (70%) of all Hispanic LEP students tested with the 
IDEA scored in one of the four categories. 

Ballard and Tighe, the publishers of the IDEA were contacted to inquire if 
they had received any similar feedback from other districts using the test. 
Phyllis Tiqhe, the publisher, in turn contacted sevoral school districts to 
see if they had had the same problem as we had and passed along the 
information she received (see Attachment A-4}. 

The data sent were for kindergarten students tested with the IDEA in the Santa 
Ana Unified School District. Looking at the test scores for a sample of the 
information sent in, it was found that: 



9 Only 24% of the 1,577 Hispanic students tested fell into the four 
categories. 



9 Of 1,577 Hispanic students tested, 

- 13 (.8%) were NES + NSS, 

- 62 (3.9%) were LES + LSS, 

- 291 (18.5%) were NES + LES, and 

- 13 (.8%) were LES + NSS. 



They did not appear to have had the same problem. It is unknov/n why this may 
be. The possibilities are that: 
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9 The test may reflect more of a California dialect of Spanish than a 
Texan dial€:t; 

9 Pre-K may be more common; or 

e All students may be tested rather than just new students being tested. 

The new pre-IPT or IDEA will be normed for 3-4- and 5-year-olc.i.. This should 
ameliorate the problem. Austin Independent School District (AISD) was in the 
sample. 
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District Surveys 

Evaluation Question D2-3; What is the dominance of this year's new LEP 
students compared to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and elementary versus 
secondary)? How many new LEP students were cUosified as limited in boch 
English and Spanish? 

There were several questions regarding the administration and effectiveness of 
the IDEA test on the Districtwide Teacher and Administrator Survey. The survey 
results are summarized in Appendix H of ti.is report. Overall, teachers were 
satisfied with the IDEA. 

The differences in the dominances based on the PAL and IDEA are as follows. 



Figure A-2 

0{^INANCES BASED OH THE IDEA (1986-87) AND PAL (1985-86) 
FOR HISPANIC AHO OTHER LEP STUDENTS. 
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9 There were considerably more new LEP students this year than last. 

e Approximately 75% of the Hispanic LEP students were identified as A or 
B studercs on both tests. 

e Fewer bilingual (Dominance C) Hispanic students were identified with 
the IDEA than with the PAL. A reason may ba that the IDEA reflects 
only those fluent in both—the PAL reflected balance in language but 
with varying abilities in both. 

a More D and E students were identified witn the IDEA than with the PAL. 

§ Dominance AL and EL are new this year— they include students limited 
in both languages. 

• On the Other LtP sxudents, more B students were identified with the 
IDEA and more A students were on the PAL, otherwise, not much was 
different. 
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IDEA Pre-K Pilot Test 

Ballard and Tighe> the publishers of the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test 
asked if AISD would help them pilot in May, 1987, their pre-K version of the 
IDEA due for publication in the spring, 1988. We -ire asked to test the 
students and provide any suggestions we had for improving the test. In retur.t 
tney would furnish the District with $1,200 worth of pre-IPT materials when 
they are published (see Attachment A-5). 

The letter summarizing who we would test is included as Attachment A-6. 

Two of the Bilingual Coordinators arranged and conducted most of the pilot 
testing. There was some problem in finding students to fit in the language 
categories that r.3eded to be tested. Once it was known who would be tested, 
the testing went very well. 

The tests were graded by the person administering the test. 

Once tne testing was completed, the data was assembled and sent to the test 
publishers. A copy of the suggestions made for improving the test and the 
total number of students tested is included as Attachment A-7. 
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IDEA Oral Language Proficiency 
Materials (IPT) 



We are happy to provide the following IDEA materials to you. Because the 
materials are expensive and our supply is limited, we have kept a record of 
those sent to your school. You will be held responsible for these materials, 
so please list on this sheet who received which materials at your school and 
keep this form on file. Booklets are numbered for your convenience. Please 
handle them with care and keep them in a safe place! If any additional answer 
sheets are needed, please call Belinda Olivarez Turner at 458-1228. 



NAME: 

POSITION: 

SCHOOL/WORK LOCATION: 



DATE: 



Indicate 
# of copies 

Received Item 



English Examiner*s Manual 



English Fora B Answer Sheets 



English Form B Test Pictures 



English Level Summaries 



Spanish Examiner's Manual 



Spanish Ansv/er Sheets 
Spanish Test Pictures 
Spanish Test Surmaries 



Xerox copy of Spanish /Test Rationale 



Copy of information on how to 
administer and score IDEA 

Pre-K ALERT sheet and labels 



ideaoral 
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AISD LEP DOMINANCE GUIDE 



IDEA 

English IPT Designation 
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*NES 
LES 
FES 



IDEA 

Spanish IPT Designation 
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*LES 
*NES 

*LES 
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ist grade students Is 
determined by IDEA-IPT scores* 

2nd-6th ~" 
[If both scores are at or 
Jabove the 40%ne, pupil Is 
LOTE, but not LEP. 

If either score Is below tiie 
235ile, this pupil Is LEP 

For other combinations of 
scores, LPAC must decide LEP 
status . 
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suggested 
guide ' 

♦Above combinations Indicate need for special diagnosis. 



—Classify cn Bilingual 
Teacher Observation 

—Classify as B- or D 
based on Teacher 
Observation - Home 
Language Survey, and 
Language Sample 



B « If parents speak 

no English 
D = If parents speak 

both- languages 



IMPORTANT 



For Spanish speakers, AISD LEP Categories are determined only after the IDEA 
Proficiency Tes*; has been administered In both English and Spanish. 

For non-Spanish speakers, th? IDEA En^illsh Proficiency Test and the Parent Interview 
Protocal are used to determii' language dominance. 

\ or Ej^ - L indicates "Limited" 



NES 



NON English Speaker/LES; Lim l ted English Speaker/F E S; Ruent English Speaker 



NSS: NON Spanish Speaker/LSS: Limited Spanish Speaker/FSS: Fluent Spanish Speaker 
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IDEA TEST SCORES 
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BALLARD & TIGHE, INC. 
Oral Language Programs 



(800)321.IDEA (outside CA) 



480 Atlas Street 
Brea, CA 92621 
(714)990-IDEA 



Attachment A-4 
(Page 1 of 2) 



January 30, 1987 



Dr. Nancy Schuyler 

Aitjstin Independent Schrol District 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

6100 Guadalupe 

Box 79 

Austin, Texas 78752 
Dear Nancy: 

Enclosed please find the Kindergarten testing data fran Santa Ana 
Unified School District (37 K-12 schools), 1405 French f:t., Santa 
Ana, California 92701, (714) 558-5501. Betty Poggi, the bilingual 
director, gave it to us in response to ny request for testing 
information for you. Betty said that I may share it. I did ask 
betty for the specific information you need, but she said she. 
would prefer to give copies of all the test scores rather than 
searching for your specific information. So, I hope this will be 
helpful! 

I asked Betty, Judy Beach and Leila Langs ton if they have encountered 
the same students testing both NSS and NES. Ib.ey all said that only 
a small number of students test this way and that this does not 
present a problem. Judy is 1*he bilingual sAi^^tor for Garden Grove 
Unified School District (59 K-12 s'^hools), GdL'den Grove, California, 
(714) 638-6000, and Leila is our Southern California sales representa- 
tive. Both Santa Ana and Garden Grove School Districts have a large 
language-minority population of mostly Hispanic and Asian students. 

Enclosed please also find a set of recently-published Spanish IPT I 
pupil test sheets. We .idded two supplementary questions to test items 
#10 and #11 in this recent printing in response to criticism from the 
field. The criticism indicated that the two items were not accurately 
eliciting the underlying skills. Our technical Director, Dr. Enrique 
Dalton, approved the addition as not affecting the norming of the test. 
I have stapled the new sheet to the original so that you may readily 
P'^e the difference. I feel that these additional supplementary 
sentences may help you with your problem of over-identification of 
students as Non-Spanish Speaking. 
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Gilda Lopez suggested that you call Dr. Cha Guzman for Texas 
information. She is very knowledgeable about our test and materials 
and should be helpful. Gilda feels that she may also be able to 
give you additional references for other Texas educators to contact. 

Dr. Cha Guzman 

Goose Creek Consolidated School District 
Bay town, Texas 77522 
(713) 428-2553 

I do hope that this information will be beneficial. Please call if 
I can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Phyllis Tigh i 
President 



Fr:sr 

cc: Gilda Bazan-Lopez 
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BALLARD & TIGHE, INC. 

Oral Language Programs 
480 ATLAS Street 

BrEA. CA 92621 



714-990.IDEA 
(800) 321-4332 (Outside CA) 




June 22, 1SJ7 

Dr. Nancy Schuyler 

Austin Independent School District 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

P. 0. Box 79 

Austin, TX 78752 

Dear Dr. Schuyler: 

We want to express our appreciation to you for your kindness 
and cooperation in allowing us to field test the Pre-IPT 
Test with pre-school children in your district. We also 
appreciate the cooperation and assistance of Belinda Turner 
and the many teachers who tested the children. 

In recognition of your efforts we will furnish you with 
$1,200.00 worth of Pre-IPT materials as soon as they have 
been published. 

Your assistance in the testing project will benefit students 
throughout the United States. We do thank you for your 
efforts. 

Sincerely, 




Phyllis L. Tighe 

President 

PLT/va 
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BALLARD k TIGHE, INC. 

Oral Language PrograTns 
480 AYLAS Street 
Brea, CA 92621 

714-990-IDEA 
(800) 321-4332 (Outside CA) 



April 20, 1987 

Dr. Nancy Schuyler 

Ms. Be-linda Turner 

Austin Independent School District 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

6100 Guadalupe 

Box 79 

Austin, Texas 78752 
Dear Nancy and Belinda: 

Enclosed please find the following Pre-IPT items for our 
norming study: 

-test 

-Pictures 1^2 and 3 (given to tester so s/he will know 

proper positioning of story pieces as they are moved 

from place to place) 
-answer sheet (testers score on this sheet which is on 

the back of pupil questionnaire) 
-pupil questionnaire (one of these filled out for each 

child tested. If you cr-n't get all of the requested 

information, just get what you can) 
-content of test items (skills assessed) 

We have not enclosed the following essential parts of the test: 

-28" wide and 16" high story background 
-story pieces oft father, mother, girl, boy, clown, 
3 trees, dog, cat, 2 presents, cake and cloud. (Tallest 
piece is approximately 7" high. For the field study 
these pieces will be xeroxed in color on papej.^. 
For tlie published test they will be on thick card stock 
and the background may be on folded cardboard like the 
board in a commercial bltrd game. In any event, the 
finished T/roduct will tie of professional quality.) 
-Pre-IPT test summary ("A level B student can. . .etc" )This 
level summary sheet must be given to the child's teacher 
for the teacher to predict the level of the Pre-IPT 
upon which the child will score.) 

so 
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We hope you like the appearance of the testt It has gone through 
a Pilot Study of approximately -fO students^ Wanda and I each gave 
ten tests to 3$^ and 5-yr. oldst We felt pleased with the test 
itself and with the results. 

We would appreciate your testLig ^8 children for us sometime in 
May and approximate 30 next Pall (incoming Kindergartners only). 
The following chart outlines our needs for the May study: 

Monolingual English Speakers (English-Only: EOs) 

Ages 3-0 through 3-11: 7 children 
Ages k^O through 4-11: 8 children 
Ages 5-0 through 5-11: 9 children 

Limited English Speakers (Language Other Than English: LOTEs) 



2 children 

3 children 
3 children 

2 children 

3 children 
3 children 

2 children 

3 children 
3 children 



NES students: Ages 3-0 through 3-11: 
lES students: Ages 3-0 throu^ 3-11 
EES students: Ages 3-0 through 3-11 « 

NES students: Ages ^f-O through 4-11: 
LES students: Ages 4-0 through ^-11: 
EES students: Ages 4-0 through ^-11: 

NES students Ages 5-0 through 5-11: 
LES students: Ages 5-0 throu^ 5-11: 
EES students: Ages 5-0 through 5-11: 

EO students have to be given the entire test while 
the LOTEs are only tested imtil the Score Box tells 
the tester to stop. The entire test can be ad- 
ministered in appro ximatejr 8 minutes once the actual 
testing has begun. 

In retumtor ycnr help we will furnish you with all of the Pre-IPT 
materials that you will need for your district-wide August testing 
at no charge to youo It is understood that these will ce in an 
unpublished form. The background and figures will probably be 
color-xeroxed on pap<^r so that there will be some color. 



After you've had a chance to look this over^ please get back to 
Wanda or to me. We know you'll have questions. You may not 
agree with some of what we propose. In .any event, we can use this 
as a starting place if you desire changes. 

We will be personally available or will have someone take our 
place here during the time you're testiig S50 that you may get your 
questions answered promptly. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely 

Phyllis Tighi 
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(Page 1 of 2) 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Division of £lenie,.cary Sd'icatlon 
June 25, Ipa-^ 



MEMORANDUM 



TO: Ballard and Tighe 

FROM: Gracierla Zapata and Ana Salinas 

SUBJECT: Pre- IPT Test 



Please consider the following comnients in revising your test: 

I. For Item #4, add the asiterisk for the examiner. 

2.. Differentiate (color) between the apple and the 
orange. 

3. "Glove" should be another acceptable answer for 
question #15. 

4. List #13 and #19 after #13. ■ 

5. For item #24, delete "He has three ..." 

6. For item #29, delete "What is this?" and use 
the question "What is father wearing? 

7. List item #30 before item #29. . 

8. For item #30 state: Look at the animals in the 
big picture. Point to what b£v*ks. 

9. For item #32, use a different clown. The clown 
must be tall and lanky with a top hat. He must 
appear as tall as the balloons. 

10. For #33, we could tell the children "When they 
got home from the park, they had the party at 
their home. Tommy wanted to open his 
presents. Mary wanted a balloon..- Mother began 
to cut the cake." 

II. "His sister" should be . another acceptable 
answer for #39. 
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This is the number of students we ended up with in each category. 



Attachment A-7 



Monolingual English Speakers (English-Only: EQs) 



Ages 4-0 through 4-11: 7 children 
Ages 5-0 through 5-11: 9 childreii 



Limited English Speakers (Language Other Than English: LQTds) 



NES students: 
LES students: 
FES students : 

NES students: 
LES students; 
FES students: 



Ages 4-0 through 4-11 
Ages 4-0 through 4-11 
Ages 4-0 through 4-11 

Agps 5-0 through 5-11 
Ages 5-0 through 5-11 
Ages 5-0 through 5-11 



2 children 
4 children 

3 children 

4 children 
4 children 
2 children 
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Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) 
Tests of Achiev.^ment and Proficiency (TAP) 



« Introduction 

Academic achievement is the primar^, focus of education. Programs are 
effective or not based primarily on the acadeinic performance of participating 
students. For bilingual education, center stage must be shared with English 
language proficiency since that is the key to other learning. Thus, both 
academic achievement and English proficiency are important goals of the 
Transitional Bilingual Education (TBS) and English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) 
programs. 



Purpose 

^Ision Question Dl : Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Eduv .tion 
(TBE) and Engl Ish-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is 
or modified? 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 : Of those LEP students attending AISD 
kindergarten in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84, how many attended an 
AISD pre-K program the previous year? Has progress varied for 
those with and without pre-K? 

— Achievement growth (fall K to present) 

— Retention rates 

— Special Education referrals 

— Lr? status (dominance changes, exits at 23rd vs. 40th 
percentiles) 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 : How have LEP students who started In 
AISD's Title VII pre-K program in 1980-81, 198x-82, and 1982-83 
progressed compared to other pre-K students (Chapter 1, Migrant)? 

— Achievement growth 

— Retention rates 

—Special Education referrals 

Evaluation Question Dl-3 : How have fifth-grade LEP students in 
7\ISD's Title Vli program in 1979-80 (and 1976-77) progressed? 
Compared to Chapter 1 students? Hispanic students? All AISD 
students? 

— Number still in AISD 

— Nuiiiber of dropouts 

—Number retained 

— LEP status, years to exit 

— Prueba de Lectura scores (coir.pared to 1985-86) 

— High school Spanish (number of years taken) 

— Grade point average (with CAT as predictor) 
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Evaluation Question Dl-6 : What are the mean grade equivalent (G£) 
achievement gains of LEP students able to be tested in English in 1986-87 
and 1985-86? By grade (especially grades 2 and 4)? What are these 
students' characteristics — years LEP, dominance, percent exited? 

Evaluation question Dl-7 : ' What are the achievement growth patterns of 
Hispanic and otner LEP students who exited in 1984-85 between 1982-83 and 
1985-86 (2 years before and after exit)? 

Evaluation Question Dl-8 : Based on the 1984-85 exited groups, ou 
students who exit the LEP program at the 23rd percentile versus the 4Gth 
percentile show different rates of progress? What percentage of those 
exited fall below exit criteria subsequently? 

Eyaluation Question Dl-13 ; Wnat percentage of Murchison and Travis' 
LiiP A and b students could take the ITBS or TAP for a valid score? How 
long had participants been in AISD? What were the mean GE scores of 
those who could be tested the last two years on the ITBS and TAP? What 
was their achievement on the Prueoa Riverside (raw scores)? 

Decision Question D3 ; Should Spanish speakers receive mere instruction in 
their native language? 

Ev aluation l^estion D3-2 : Does the achievement of first- and tnird-grade 
LEP grade LEP students vary significantly based on the number of LEP 
students In the classroom (1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How much Spanish is 
used in each setting? 

EXITED STUDENT FOLLOa-UP 

Evaluation Question Dl-8 : Based on the 1984-85 exited groups, do 
students who exit the LEP program at the 23rd percentile versus the 40th 
percentile show different rates of progress? What percentage of tnose 
exited fall Delow exit criteria subsequently? 



Procedure 

The project data analyst crtated a data set (ELB FPR 87) which included scores 
of all LOTE students from 1981-82 to 1986-87. A few students no longer on 
AISO's Student Master File were elim*ina.ad (a sign of bad ID numbers). He then 
se^ cted students, exiting in 1984-85 (LEP Status 7) as the sample of interest. 
SAS was u?ed to generate descriptive information on students' active status 
each year ^.us grade breakoiits (see SA-JF081 04 01). PROC TABULATE was used co 
break down resul'-s for Spanish and Other exited students in several ways in 
reading and language (using Reading Total and Language Total scores). 

1. All exited in 1984-85 (regardless of active status other years) 
0 Total gr up 

® Those exited with both reading and language scores above 39 
© Those exited with one or both scores between 23 and 39. 

2. All exited in l'^84-85 a'iso active in AISD each 3^ar 1982-83 through lii86-87. 
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In each case, ITBS or TAP percentile scores were broken into percentile ranges 
for those in k-e (in 1984-85), 7-C> and 9-12. The analysis which included 
only those active each year eliminated kindergarten »nd most first graders. 



Results 

The achievenent of students ex 'ted from LEP status (and services) in 1984-85 
was checked for a five-year period— two years before exit, the exit year, and 
two years after exit. The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) 
makes exit decisions. By law, those scoring at or above the 40th percentile i 
both language and reading on a standardized test must be exited, but the LPAC 
considers other information on those scoring between the 23rd and 39th percen- 
tile to decide whether the LEP students should be exited or not. LEP students 
scoring below the 23rd percentile 'n one or both areas cannot be exited. 

In 1984-85, 14 "Other" language speakers were exited; 12 were active in AISD 
all five years. All remained above criteria once exited. 

In 1984-85, 144 Spanish-speaking studtnts were exited. Most (129 or 89.6%) 
were elementary students— 11 at K, 28 at 1, 15 st 2, ?r, at 3, 25 at 4, 11 at 
5, and 6 at 6; 10 (7%) were junior high and 5 (3.5%) were senior high students 
Of the 15 secondary students exited in 1984-85, only one fell below the 
criteria of the 23rd %ile in reading and "anguage subsequently (only four were 
active from 1982-83 through 1986-87). The main focus for discussion nere will 
be the alementary Spanish 1984-85 exits. 

Among the Spanish elementary exits, 59 were active in AISD all five years of 
intersst. The achievement patterns are similar for all 1984-85 Spanish 
flementary exits and this subgroup, so only the results for the 59 will be 
discussed here. Attachment B-1 .provides tne rasults for the total Spanish 
group of 129, Attachment 3-2 fccuse? on the subgroup of 59 active all years. 
These attachments also show results for grades 7 and 8 and 9-12 plus results 
for the two types of exits (above 39tn percentile in both and one or both 
scores less than 40). It should be remembered that all K and most grade 1 
students ware tha primary ones eliminated from the K-6 group. 

The number of students in the final sample of 59 included: 



Grade 


Number Students 


1 


8 (2 pre-K, 


2 


5 


3 


21 


4 


15 


5 


6 


6 


4 



57 
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Figures B-1 and B-2 show the reading and language acnievement patterns of 
these students. 

FIGURE B-1 

ITBS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS 
EXITED IN 1984-85 IN GRADES 2-6 ~ READING 
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FIGURE B-d 
ITBS ACHIEVEHEHT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS 
EXITED IM 1984-85 IN GRADES 2-6 — LANSU.<\6E 
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The assimption is that a successful program will show a smaller percentage of 
students not tested or with low scores ( 23rd %ile) across time and a nigner 
percentage of students with scores at or above the 40th percentile. Once 
exited, it is expected that students will maintain or improve their achieve- 
ment. In particular, it is hoped students will not fall below the 23rd 
percentile in either rea#ns or language (at which point they must re-enter 
LEP status). 
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For the most part, these expectations are met in AISD based on the K-6 sample. 
The percentage of students showing no or low score- decreased in the two years 
preceding exit. Most students were able to maintain their achievement level 
once they exit. However, a small percentage of students (15% in reading and 
1.7% in language) did fall belcw the 23rd percentile after exiting the LEP 
status in 1984-85. In reading, where almost all drops in scores occurred, 
those exiting at the i:3-39th percentile were more likely to subsequently score 
below the 23rd %ile than those exiting with scores above 39 (although some in 
both groups later dropped). The one student who fell below 23 after exit in 
languaf.ie scored between the 23rd and 39th percentile at exit. 

Only three junior hiv,*i students and one senior high student were exited in 
1S64-85 and active all five years in AISD. Only one c' the four students fell 
below the 23rd percentile (in reading) after exit. 



ONE-YEAR FOLLOa-UP 

Evaluation Question Dl-6 ; What are the mean grade equivalent (GE) achieve- 
ment gains of LEP students able to oe tested in Englisn in 1986-87 and 
1985-86? By grade (especially grades 2 and 4)? What are these students' 
characteristics — years LEP, dominance, percent exited? 

Evaluation Question DX-13 : What percentage of Kurchison and Travis* LtP A 
. and B students could take the ITBS or TAP for a valid score? How long had 
participants been in AISD? What were the mean GE scores of those who could 
be tested the last two years on the ITBS and TAP? What was their 
achievement on the Prueba Riverside (raw scores)? 



Procedure 

Because many LEP students are not tested in Englisl., analyses which report 
average scores for all students tested in two school years are difficult to 
interpret. The students are not the same in each analysis. Therefore, the 
progress of LEP students in grades K-12 able to be tested with the ITBS in at 
least spring, 1986 and 1987 was also monitored. 

Test scores reflected are Language Total (grades K-12), Reading Total (3-12 in 
1986-87 and 1-12 in 19:j5-86), Reading Comprehension (1986-87 1-2}, Mathematics 
Comp'Jtation (K-S^, and Mathematics Total (9-12). Mathematics Computation is 
the least language dependent of these scores. 

SAS program SA-JF080 0101 provided mean grade equivalent scores for those LEP 
students able to be tested in English on the ITBS or TAP in both 1986-87 and 
1985-86. All active LEP students (statuses 2, 4, 8, 7— if exited past October 
1986) were included; special education LEP students end special circumstance 
scores were not. Results were provided for Spanish, Vietnamese, and Other LEP 
students plus all LEP students combined. In addition, results were run for 
Title VII (Murchison, Travis, Anderson, and Johnston) and non-Title VII junior 
and senior high schools. Descriptive information was also provided on the 
number of LEP students at each grade (to compare with the number tested). 
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Descriptive information was calculated on the total group and those tested in 
terms of the number of years they had been LEP, the dominance of those still 
LEP, and LEP student status. 

Test scores reflected are Language Total (K-12), Reading Comprehension 1986-87 
(1-2), Reading Total (3 42 in 1986-r7 and 1-12 in 1985-86), Mathematics 
Computation (K-8), Mathematics Total (9-12). 

The following comparisons should not be made because of differences in tne 
tests from 1985-86 to 1986-87 (at K from fall to spring, 1986-87). 

Grade Spring, 1986-87 Areas 

K, 1, 2 All 
9 All 



Results 

Attachments provide more complete data for Spanish, Vietnamese, Other LEP, and 
the total group of LEP students than can be discussed here. 

Attachment Content 



E-3 Scores for all testea (not 

matched groups) 

B-4 LEP status, dominance, years 

in program for those tested 
pre-post in reading 

B-5 Pre-post scores for other LEP 

and total group 



The Title VII rep t provides similar information for LEP A, B, and C students 
districtwide. 

Spanish Speakers 

Less than half of the Spanish-speaking LEP students were able to be tested on 
the ITBS or TAP in both 1987 and 1986 for a usable score in reading and 
language; percentages were slightly higher in mathematics. Compared to all 
Spanish speakers in AISD, those tested this year and last have been in AI5D 
longer and have more English ability (see Figure B-3). Of course, it must be 
realized that kindergarteners are over-represented in the percentage in AISD 
less than two years. 
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FIGURE B-3 

SPANISH-SPEAKINB LEP STUDENTS: YEARS IK AISD AND DOHIHANCE 



Years In AISD 



Total 



Readlnc Tested 
1986 and 1987 





Number 


% 


Number 


% 


2 


' 1,390 


55X 


212 


2Q% 


2 4 


67.8 


25X 


425 


Al% 


4 6 


ZS9 


IIX 


20R 


20% 


6-8.7 


238 


9% 


1S6 


19% 


Total 




m 




TJM 


Qonsi nance 










Spanish Dominant 


1,460 


59% 


415 


40%** 


Balanced English 










& Spanish 


477 


19% 


348 


34X 


English Dominant 


553 


22% 


269 


26% 


Total 




TDDI 


inn?*** 


I003E 



*A few students were excluded because entry or exit codes were In error. 
**May be slightly lower than this In reality because students are not 

always retested for language dominance unless eligible to exit, 
^^anguage doralnamce was not avu liable on some students. 



Scores are generally closest to the national average in matnematics follo^d 
by language and finally reading. Spanish speakers score at cr above the 
national norm in grades 2> and 3 in mathaaatics. The gap betii;een the 
national noma and LEP students' average performance tends to widen by grade 

(see Figures and B-7). If examined with percentile scores, this 

trend is evident prirarily across the elementary grades. 



FIGURE B-4 
DISTANCE fRm NATIONAL AVERAGE BY GRADE 
SPANISH SPE<\KERS~ITBS AND TAP 
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1.0-1.9 


2.0-2.9^ 


3.0-3.9 


4.0-4.9 


5.0-5.9 


Reading 

Language 

Mathematics 


1.2,3 


1.2,3 
K,1.2,3,4 
K,4,5,6,7,8 


4,5 
5,6,7 
S,10,12 


6,7.8,9 
8,9,10 
11 


10 
11 


11 

12 


12 
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FIGURE B-5 
1986-87 ONE-YEAR FOLLOM-UP — SPANISH 

Grade Equivalent Score 




Ki2 3. 456-78 
Grade 



All scares are based on students tsstsd lest 
2 years except K — K language reflects fall and 

spring. K matheraatics reflects spring only, (see Figure 16 for numbers.) 



Another way to examine .this da-ta is in terms of gains from one .year to the 
next. Gains of more than one year help LEP students score closer to the 
national average— narrowing the achievement gap. Comparisons, of gains oetween 
spring, 1986 and 1987 can be made at grades 3-8 and 10-12. Pre-post compari- 
sons are not possible at K, 1, and 2 because of the administration of a new 
version of the ITBS test at those grades; 9th graders cannot be compared 
to 8th grade b<jcause of the differences in the ITBS and TAP characteristics 
and norms. Results reveal that (see Figure B-6): 

Elementary ; Grade 3 students showed the strongest growth, with ga'Ins 
exceeding 1 6E in reading and language but not raatheaatics (.8). Mathenatics 
Clean GE scores titere at the national average. Grade 3 students have shown 
this sasse pattern of strong performance the last three years. For the fourth 
year in a row, grade 4 showed gains of less than 1 6E in all areas (about .7 
GE), Gains for all AISD students and AISD Hispanic students were also less 
than 1 GE in all areas between 1985-86 and 1986-87. 
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The emphasis on TEAMS may be helping at third grade. The change in schools 
wh'^ch many students experience at grade 4 may help to explain the grade 4 
trends. Teachers may not be as familiar with the students' previous learning 
and therefore not capitalize on it (reteac,|iing more than needed) or may not 
be emphasizing basic skills measured by the TEAMS enough. 

Junior High ; Gains were strong in reading and language, but smaller in 
mathenctics(.9 at grade 7 and .8 at grade 8). 

Senior High : Gains were strong at all grades (10, 11, and 12) in mathanatics 
and language (1.3-1.6 GE) but very small in reading (.4) except at grade il 
(1.7). Of the three areas, reading is the area which is taught least 
directly at the high school level. TEAMS may help ..o explain these patterns 
as well. Emphasis that has been placed on helping sti'dents pass the 
exit-level TEAMS may be having an impact at grade 11. 

FIGURE B-6 





1986-87 GRADE LEVELS MITH GAINS OF LESS THAN 
1 GE AKD 1 GE OR MORE~LEP SPANISH SPEAKERS 




<1 GE 


> 1 GE 


Mathematics 


3,4,6,7,8 


5,10,11,12 


Language 


4,5,6 


3,7,8,10,11,12 


Reading 


4,5,6,10,12 


3,7,8,11 



GE = Grade Equivalent 

Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of 
changes in tests. 



Vietnamese Speakers 

The second largest LEP language group in AISD is the Vietnamese— 159 LEP 
Vietnamese students were enrolled in AISD at year's end. Caution must be 
exercised in looking at trends by grade because of the small numuer at some 
grades (ran- ig from 6-21 student-,). 

0 Of those tested, in reading, 35% have been in AISD LEP programs two 
years or less; 74% have been in six years or less (higher than for 
Spanish speakers and lower than for the Vietnamese population overall). 

® Of those tested, 92% were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese (higher 
than for Spanish speakers), 5% were balanced in English and Vietnamese, 
and 3% were monolingual in English. 

As with Spanish speakers, matha^tics was the Vietnamese LEP students' 
strongest area followed by language and finally reading. This was also titie 
for other LEP groups. Average scores are generally higher for Vietnasese and 
uther language groups than Spanish speakers. Scores are above the national 
average at grades 1-7 and 10-12 in roatfiesatics and in language at grades 1-4 
and 10 (see Figure B-8). 
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FIGURE B-7 

SPANISH ONE-YEAR FOLLOH-UP — 1986 (PRE) AKO 1987 (POST) 
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95 



94 



FIGURE B-8 

VIETK/iaESE OHE-YEAft FOLL(^-UP — 1986 (PRE) AKD 1987 (POST) 



KATKEMATICS 



LAHSUA6E 



READING 




Mean GE Scores on ITBS (K-8) and TAP (9-12) 
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In terms of one-year gains (see Figure B-9), these were weakest in reading. 
By grade, grades 10 and 12 were strong in all three areas. TEAMS may nave had 
an effect at grade 12. 



FIGURE B-9 

1986-87 GRAOE LEVELS WITH GAIHS OF LESS THAN 
•* AND MORE THAN 1 GE— LEP VIETNflMESE SPEAKERS 
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GE ~ Grade Equivalent 

Examination of gains at grades 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of 
changes in tests. 



Procedure 

KINDERGARTEN FOLLOM-UP (PRE-K VERSUS NO PRE-K) 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 ; Of those LEP students attending AISD 
kindergarten In 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84, how many attended an AISD 
pre-K program tne previous year? Has progress varied for those with and 
without pre-K? 

— Achievement growth (fall K to present) 

— Retention rates 

— Special Education referrals 

— LEP status (dominance changes, exits at 23rd vs. 4Gth percentiles) 

Title VII funded bilingual pre-K programs In AISD In 1980-81, 1981-82, and 
1982-83. The project was designed to develop Hispanic students • language 
skills, adapt Instructional materials for AISD use. Involve parents In the 
educational process, and train teachers In pre-K and bilingual education. All 
Interested students were screened with the Primary Acquisition of Language 
(PAL) oral proficiency tf;St. Initial one-year results were quite positive. 
Students In both groups would now be In grades 5, 4, and 3, respectively. If 
never retained. There was no reason to believe those In pre-K or not In pre-K 
started out at an advantage over the other group because participants were 
randomly selected. 
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National research suggests that pre-K programs can have lasting effects- 
especial ly on variables such as retention rates and special education 
placement. This study followed the progress of all LEP kindergarteners in 
AISD in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84 to see whether those who had attended an 
A!SD pre-K program the previous year showed an advantage over those who did 
not enter AISD until kindergarten in terms of: 

e Retention rates, 

e Special Education placement, 

Q LEP status (dominance changes, exits), and 

© Achievement growth. 

The following steps were taken. 

1. A file was created (SA-JF067) which included all students identified as 
LEP in kindergarten in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84 (based on end-of-year 
LANG files). St 'ents listed as denying LEP service or as special 
education LEP wen excluded. 

2. This file was merged with EC 1 PREEKL to see if students had participated 
in an AISD pre-K program. 

3. Current LEP status, active status, and grade level was then obtained from 
the LEP file for 1986-87. 

4. The master file ELBFTR87 which included all available test scores for the 
last SIX years was used to obtain ITBS scores on the students. 

5- SAS PROC FREQS and PROC TABULATES were then utilized to obtain a variety 
of information for those kindergarteners who had and had not participated 
in an AISD pre-K program. First, the number still active as of the end of 
each year was determined. Next, for those still active in AISD at the end 
of 1986-87, the following information was determined: 

0 Original and current (1986-87) LEP status, 

a Achievement scores for those exiting (23rd-39th percentile or 40tn 

percen;:ile in both reading and language), 
9 Original and current LEP dominance, 
® Grade levels each spring through 1987, 
d Special education status, 
9 Sex, 
9 Sthnicity, 

e ITBS percentile scores in reading, language, and mathematics for 
several categories— 

1) No score 

2) Scores below the 7th percentile 

3) Scores between 7 and 22 

4) Scores between 23 and 39 

5) Scores at or above the 40th percentile. 
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Percentile score ranges were run for all those still in AISD in 1986-87 and 
for those active each year. Percentile score ranges were also run separately 
for students never retained versus those retained one year. This was done to 
avoid mixing percentile scores for students tested on different levels on the 
tests. Invalid scores were counted as "no score." 

One problem with identification numbers affected sample sizes slightly. In 
1981-82 through 1985-86, temporary numbers were assigned to students initially 
and later changed to permanent numbers. If a kindergarten student still nad a 
temporary number at the end of 1981-82, 82-83, or 83-84, he or she was lost 
because the number would not match that for 1986-87. Also, once students left 
the district, their numbers were sometimes reused after a certain length of 
time. Checks were made of students who had an inappropriate or unlikely grade 
assignment to make sure they were the same students. 

Because of the large quantity of data generated for the three groups, the 
group we will focus on primarily here is the 1981-82 group (for which the 
longest follow-up is possible). General trends across the three groups will 
also be included here plus attachments with data on all groups. 

LEP and Special Education Status 

AISD had 260 LEP students in kindergarten in 1981-82—195 had not attended 
pre-K in AISD the previous year and 65 had attended the program. Of those who 
attended AISD*s Title VII pre-K program, 51 (78.5%) remained in AISD by 
1986-87; of those who did not attend, 128 students (66%) remained. Figure 
B-10 shows the percentage of those still active from each group who are now: 

e Still LEP and in the regular program, 
« Special Education LEP students, and 
9 Exited from LEP status. 



FIGURE B-10 
1981-82 KIHOERGARTEN FOLLOW-UP 
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Attachment B-6 shows the number of students in kindergarten in 1981-82, 
1982-83, and 1983-84 remaining in AISD each year (pre-K and no pre-K groups) 
along with their grade level. 

Of students still in AISD, those attending the Title VII pre-K, compared to 
those not attending: 

© Were referred to special education about as often (with 9.8% of tne 
pre-K and 10.2% of the no pre-K group referred); and 

e Exited less often (with 35% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K group 



In both groups, it was more conmon for students to exit with both percentile 
scores on tne ITBS above 40 than with one or both between 23 and 39. Those 
exiting had been LEP for three to four years. 

In the two previous years, special education rates were slightly lower for the 
pre-K than the no pre-K groups (15% vs. 17% for 1982-83 and 5% vs. 11% for 
1983-84) but exit rates were lower as well. 

Thus, there Is no strong evidence that the pre-K group had lower rates of 
special education places^nt or higher exit rates (as would be expected if the 
progras had a long-tera irapact). It is not known whether the fact that more 
of the pre-K group stayed in AISD impacted these results. 

Dominance . If those served by pre-K tended to be dominant in Spanish more 
orten tnan the no pre-K group, this might explain why fewer students exited. 
However, in the 1981-82 group, the pre-K group actually had fewer Spanish 
dominant students (33% versus 45%). Across time, both groups had more students 
become English dominant or balanced in both languages. However, the no pre-K 
group showed a greater degree of change (19% versus 14%). By 1986-87, 41% of 
the no pre-K and 50% of the pre-K group were English dominant. (It must be 
noted that students are often not retested until they are ready for exit, so 
these are conservative estimates.) In the other two follow-up years, those 
served oy pre-K tended to be Spanish dominant more often than the other group 
initially, and to show a greater change towards English dominance over time. 
(See Attachment B-7.) 

Retention Rates 

In both the 1981-82 pre-K and no pre-K groups, approxi^tely 502 of the 
students were retained. Students should have been in grade 5 if not retained. 
The actual grade breakdowns for each of the 1981-82 groups is shown below. 



exiting). 



PRE-K 
No. Percent 



NO PRE-K 
Percent 



TOTAL: 



GRADE: 



5 
4 
3 
2 



25 
23 
2 
1 



(49%) 
(45%) 
( 4%) 
i 2%) 
(100%) 
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64 
63 
1 

0 



(50%) 
(49%) 

( 1%) 
( 0%) 
(100%) 
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In the 1982-83 group, 50% of the pre-K and 49% of the no pre-K group were 
retained. In the 1983-84 group, 43% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K 
group were retained. Thus, there is no consistent evidence that the pre-K 
prograsi resulted In femr retentions. (See Attachment B-6.) 

Achievement Patterns 

The progress of all students in both groups who were active in AISD all five 
years was followed in reading, language, and mathematics (ITBS Total scores in 
each area were utilized). The achievement patterns for those not retained 
will be discussed here. The percentage of students showing performance in 
three categories was followed over time. This included those scoring: 

9 Below the 23rd percentile or not tested (it was assumed those not tested 

would have earned a low score because of limited English ability); 
9 Between the 23rd and 39th percentile; 
% At or above the 40th percentile. 

It was hoped that the percentage of students in both groups who scored below 
the 23rd percentile would decrease, while the percentage scoring aDove the 40th 
percentile would increase, over time. If the pre-K program had long-term 
effects on achievement, pre-K groups would be expected to show larger changes 
over time. 

Two points must be kept in mind in reviewing these results: 

9 Reading is not tested at the kindergarten level, and 

• Even the first scores listed in each area are posttests since no scores 
are available at the pre-K level for both groups. 

Both the pre-tC and no pre-K groups shoitfed the desired changes over tiise. 
Changes were most drastic in language (see Figure B-ll), with the percentage 
of students scoring above the 40th percentile rising 43»5S for pre-K and 51.9% 
for no pre-K students. Hathesatics changes were more moderate, with a 30.4% 
increase in the above 40 category for pre-K and a 42.4% increase for no pre-K 
students. Reading percentages showed the smallest changes, with 4.3% more of 
the pre-K and 7.6% more of the no pre-K group scoring above 40. The percent- 
ages of scores in reading, language, and mathematics in each range for both 
1981-82 kindergarten groups plus the percentage of change over time are shown 
in Figure B-12. 
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FIGURE B-11 

FOLLCH-UP ON 1981-82 KINDERGARTENERS ~ LANGUAGE 
TITLE VII PRE-K 
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Patterns were similar for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 kindergarten follow-up 
groups. (See Attachrrent 8-8 for complete frequencies on all three groups not 
retained; Attachment B-9 is the same information for those retained one year; 
8-10 reflects all active students.) In terms of scoring above the 40th 
percentile, the degree of change was more positive for the pre-K than the no 
pre-K group in only two of nine comparisons (in reading and mathematics for 
the 1982-83 group). In terms of scoring belov/ 23, larger decreases were seen 
for the pre-K versus the no pre-K group in three of nine comparisons. 
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Thus* pre-K students did not show better long-term achieventent than did 
students not served. It is difficult to determine wny more positive effects 
were not seen for the pre-K Title VII students. If time and resources permit, 
we hope to observe and document more fully the nature of the bilingual 
prekindergarten program as it now exists in AISD in the future. AISD's present 
program has had national recognition as exemplary and is quite different from 
the Title VII pre-K program. The amount of instruction provided in Spanish 
versus English would be one critical feature to document. Some national 
literature suggests that all instruction should be in the native language at 
this young age. 

FIGURE B-12 

PERCEMTAGE OF 1981-82 KINDEReARTEN LEP STUDENTS SCORING IN EACH OF FIVE 
PERCENTILE RANGES ON THE ITBS: PRE-K VS. NO PRE-K STUDENTS 
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Change 


Reading 


1982 


1983 


1984 


1985 


1986 


1987 


1983-87 


No Score 


Pre-K 


NA 


52.2 


34.7 


39.0 


47.7 


47.8 


- 4.4 


or<23 


No pre-K 


NA 


36.6 


17.3 


19.0 


19.2 


15.3 


-21.3 


23-33 


Pre-K 




21.7 


43.5 


30.4 


26.1 


21. y 


. 0 




No pre-K 




17.3 


26.9 


17.3 


28.8 


30.8 


+13.5 


>.40 


Pre-K 




■ 25.1 


21.7 


30.4 


26.1 


3U.4 


. + 4.3 




No pre-K 




46.2 


55.8 


63.5 


51.9 


53.8 


+ 7.6 


















Change 


Language 


1982 


1983 


1984 


1985 


1986 


1987 


1982-87 


No Score 


Pre-K 


78.2 


47.8 


30.4 


17.3 


17.3 


17.4 


-60.8 


or <23 


No pre-K 


73.0 


40.4 


15.4 


11.5 


7.7 


7.6 


-65.4 


23-39 


Pre-K 


4.3 


8.7 ■ 




2i./ . 


26.1 


21.7 


+1/.4 




No pre-K 




9.6 


13.5 


9.6 


17.3 


13.5 


+13.5 


>40 


Pre-K 


17.4 


43.5 


52.2 


60.9 


56.5 


60.9 


+43.5 




No pre-K 


26.9 


50.0 


71.2 


78.8 


75.0 


78.8 


+51.9 


















Change 


Mathematics 


1982 


1983 


1984 


1985 


i:86 


1987 


1982-87 


No Score 


Pre-K 


69.6 


26.0 


30.4 


34.7 


43.4 


26. U 


-43.6 


or<23 


No pre-K 


51.8 


11.6 


7.7 


30.8 


21.2 


21.2 


-30.6 


23-39 


Pre-K 


13.0 


8./ 


21.7 


8.7 


13.0 


26.1 


+13.1 




No ore-K 


19.2 


11.5 


11.5 


5.8 


13.5 


7.7 


-11.5 


>40 


Pre-K 


i 17.4 


65.2 


4/. a 


66.5 


43.5 


47.8 


+30.4 




No ore-K 


1 28.8 


76.9 


80.8 


63.5 


65.4 


71.2 


+42.4 



Tne 23 pre-K and 52 no pre-K students included were active all five years in 
Also and not retained. 
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The 23 pre-K and 52 no pre-K students included were active all five years in 
AISU and not retained. 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 : How have LEP students who started in AISD's 
Titce VII pre-K program in 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83 progressed 
compared to other pre-K students (Chapter 1, Migrant)? 

— Achievement growth 

— Retention rates 

— Special Education referrals 

Procedures and results for this question can be found in the Chapter 1 Final 
Technical Report (ORE Pub. No. 86.03). 

Evaluation Question Dl-3 : How have fifth-grade LEP students in AISD's 
Title VII program in 1979-80 (and 1976-77) progressed? Compared to 
Chapter 1 students? Hispanic students? All AISD students? 

— Number still in AISD 

— Number of dropouts 

— Number retained 

— LEP status, years to exit 

— Prueba de Lectura scores (compared to 1985-86) 

— High school Spanish (number of years taxen) 

— Grade point average (with CAT as predictor) 

From 1975-76 through 1979-80, AISD received federal Title VII funds for a 
bilingual demonstration project at grades K-6. Tne Title VII Project was to 
build the District's capacity to implement bilingual education through staff 
development, curriculum development, and farent involvement. The project 
operated at nine campuses in 1979-8Q— eight elementary (K-6) and one sixth- 
grade campus. All students on a campus participated— all campuses had high 
concentrations of LEP students. One of the major findings at the end of the 
five-year project was that fifth graders who had participated since first grade 
showed greater gains in English reading tnan those not participating. Small 
but consistent increases were also seen in fifth graders Spanish-raading skills 
(gc>1ns greater than for non-project students). 

Title VII students in fifth grade in 1979-80, unless retained subsequently, 
should have graduated in the spring of 1986-87. A follow-up was done on all 
fifth graders in the project In 1979-80 (92 were in the project since first 
grade with 129 in varying lengths of time). Their progress was compared to 
that of Chapter 1 students, Hispanic students, and all AISD fifth graders in 
terms of the following variables: 

• Number still in AISD» 

• Number of dropouts, 
9 Number retained, 

a Course grades of F earned. 
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The Title VII students would be expected to perform somewhat less well than all 
AISD fifth graders, but this information provides a valuable reference point. 
Title VII students :ould be expected to show rates more similar to those of 
Chapter 1 and Hispanic students, a"* though their limited knowledge of English 
again puts them at a disadvantage (Title VII students were excluded from those 
two groups in the follow-up)* Thus, performance equal to any of the other 
groups would be quite positive* 

Data Files * The 1979-80 Title VII masterfile provided the names and identifica- 
tion numoer of all fifth graders participating. It was not possible to 
determine how long each had been in the program, so all were followed. The 
file was named FRYTITLE7; as a SAS input file, it was called LEPFIL. A file of 
Chapter 1 fifth yraders (FRYCHAPl) was also created from BIGG file* Program 
SA-JF082 (variations 04 01, 05 01, 06 01) produced needed data* Program 
statements are shown with relevant results in Attachments B-U (grade levels, 
drop status)* 

The program which produced data on those dropping out is shown in Attachment 
B-12 (SA-PS014 1101)* 

It was not possible to monitor LEP status and exits because this information 
was not kept on record until 1982; many of these students probably exited prior 
to this (only 13 students overall had an exit score and status of 7 on the 
1986-87 LEP file). 

Retention rates were based on current grade assignments and a knowledge of the 
grade they would be in if not subsequently retained. Current grade was taken 
from the student Master File* 



Course grades and F's earned were determined based on the Student Grade Report 
(SGR) File. Programs utilized and relevant output are shown in Attachment B-13* 



Results 

Current Status; Still in AISD Dropouts g Transfers 

Figure B-13 shows the number and percent of the original 1979-80 groups still 
in AISD, dropped., and transferred to other districts as of 1986-87. 

FIGURE B-13 
1986-87 STATUS OF 1979-80 FIFTH GRADERS 
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Chapter 1 and Hispanic. groups do not Include Title VII students. 
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The four groups differed significantly in terms of the percentage dropping out. 
Title VII students had the highest percentage of studentr still in AISD but 
also the highest percentage dropping out. The population appears quite 
stable, in that only 9% transferred to other districts. The Title VII dropout 
rate of 34.8% is double that for all 1979-80 fifth graders (17.3%); it is 
closest to the rate for Chapter 1 students (28.9%). (See Attachment B-12.) 

Retention Rates 

Retention rates also varied significantly across groups. Of those still In 
AISD In 1986-87, 502^ of the 1979-80 Title VII group ^tq on grade level (grade 
12) but 40% had been retained at least once between 1979-80 and 1986-87; 18.5% 
(23 stu(ients) had been retained more than once. As Figure 25 illustrates, 
these retention rates are over twice that of all AISD 1979-80 fifth graders 
(15%). Retention rates were closer to those of Chapter 1 students (32%) and 
Hispanic students (23%). 



FIGURE 8-14 
1986-87 GRADE LEVEL STATUS OF 1979-80 
FGLLOH-UP GROUPS 
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Courses Grades F^s . arned 

The percentage of failing and passing grades earned during the spring of 
1986-87 was determined for courses taken by all groups. Courses in which 
seven or more former TitlR VII students were enrolled were selected; course 
grades for these same courses were then examined for the other groups as 
well. The courses included are listed below* 



English (IB, IIIB, IVB, IVB Academic) 
Correlated Language ARts (IIIB) 
Recordkeeping 
Foods and Nutrition 
Farily Liyi .g 
*jnal ts<iometry 
uction to Biology 
l;1ve Training 



Chemistry 
U.S. History 
U.S. Government 
Sociology 

Advanced Social Studies 
Health 

Vocational Office Education (VOE) 
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Pass and fail rates for these courses combined are shown in Figure B-15. The 
Title VII follow-up group had the hiahest failure rate (20.22), again double 
that of all AISD follow-up students (10.3%). Rates were more similar to 
those of Chapter 1 (15.4^) and Hispanic (14.4%) students. 



FIGURE B-15 
1979-80 TITLE VII FOLLOa-UP GROUPS 
COURSE GRADES-PASS AND FAIL 





Title VII 


Chapter 1 


Hispanic 


All AISD 




N % 


N % 


N % 


N % 


Pass 


42 79.8 


193 84.6 


379 85.6 


2,190 89.7 


Fail 


166 20.2 


35 15.4 


64 14.4 


251 10.3 


Total Grades 










Earned 


208 100.0 


228 100.0 


443 100.0 


2,441 100^0 



Includes common courses taken by all groups, spring, 1987, Grades 
earned exceed number In each group because some students were 
enrolled in more than one course included. 



failure rates were lower for Title VII students than for the other groups for 
some of the 16 courses. The English IVB academic rates were lower for the 
Title VII than for any of the other groups, U,S, Government failure rates 
were lower for Title VII than for Chapter 1 or Hispanic students. Overall, 
Title VII failure rates were lower than Chapter I's in three courses, lower 
than Hispanic's in five courses, and lower than all AISD students in four 
courses, (See Attachment B-13,) 

Summary 

The boost provided by Title VII did not appear sufficient to overcwse limited 
English ability in the fifth-grade follow-up. Fifth graders in Title VII in 
1979-8G had higher rates of retention, dropping out, and failing than the 
1979--80 Chapter 1 students as well as the other two cooiparison groups. 
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24.194 
26.613 
26.226 
9.677 



11.290 
35.484 
62.097 
90.323 
100.000 



GRADE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



1 
61 
64 

1 



1 

62 
126 
127 



0.787 
48.031 
50.394 

0.787 



0.787 
48.819 
99.213 
100.000 



ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREO PERCENT CUM PERCENT 
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X 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



RETENTION 
SA-JFD67 99DI X 



PAGE 12 ETHNIC 



GRADE DO FROM I982f 19839 196^ MERGED WITH STUD FILE 119871 
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (I987t 

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87 
KYEAR*83 PREK=NOX 

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



11 
114 

2 



11 

125 
127 



8.661 
89.764 
1.575 



8.661 
98.425 
IDD.DOD 



PAGE 12 PREK 



PREK FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUPS 

KYEAR=83 PREK*NOX 
note: see— -———for TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE 



NOX 



S A S LOG VSE SAS 82.4 
PAGE 11 ACTIVE87 

PAGE 11 SEX 



1 

3 



127 



127 



IDD.ODD 



IDD.DDD 



VSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS 



127 



127 



IDD.DDD 



IDD.DDD 



SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



68 

59 



68 
127 



53.543 
46.457 



53.543 
IDD.DDD 



12 

8:14 HONDAYt JULY 6» 1987 



00 



ro 
ro 



8:14 MONDAY* JULY 6* 1987 
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ERIC 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



RETENTION 
SA-JF067 9901 X 



GRADE GO FROH 19829 19839 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (1987) 
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (1987) 

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87 
KYEAR=83 PREK=YES 

ORIGSTAT FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



PAGe 13 ORIGSTAT 



PAGE 13 CURRSTAT 



PAGE 13 ORIGDOH 



2> 

com 

< . X 

CD 



PAGE 13 CURRDOH 



PAGE 13 GRADE67 



PAGE 13 ACTIVE87 



PAGE 13 SEX 



o 223 
ERIC 



2 48 48 100*000 

CURRSTAT FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT 



A 
B 
C 
0 
£ 



A 
B 
C 
0 

E 



02 
03 
04 



1 
3 



1 

25 
8 

13 
1 



1 

26 
34 
47 
48 



2*083 
52*083 
16*667 
27*083 

2*083 



100*000 
CUH PERCENT 



2*083 
54*167 
70*833 
97*917 
100*000 



ORIGDOH FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



11 

25 
5 
1 
6 



11 

36 
41 
42 

48 



22*917 
52*083 
10*417 
2*083 
12*500 



22*917 
75*000 
85*417 
87*500 
100*000 



CURROOH FREQU$:NCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



1 
5 
13 
18 
5 
6 



5 
18 
36 
41 
47 



10*638 
27*660 
38*298 
10*638 
12*766 



10*638 
38*298 
76*596 
87*234 
100*000 



GRADE87 FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



1 

23 
24 



1 

24 
48 



2*063 
47*917 
50*000 



2*083 
50*000 
100*000 



ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



I -^8 48 

SEX FREQUENCY CUH FREQ 



100*000 100*000 
PERCENT CUH PERCENT 



23 
25 



23 
48 



47*917 
52*083 



47*917 
100«000 



ETHNIC FKEQUnNCY CUM i'^f^j PERCENT CUM PFKCENT 
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8:14 HONOAYt JULY 69 1987 
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4 

4 



4 46 48 100*000 100«000 ^ 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 14 00 3 

OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION SA-JF067 9901 X 8:14 HONOAYt JULY 6« 1987 

ro 

GRACE 00 FROM 1982» I983t 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (19871 X 3 
PREKL FILE ANO LEPFIL C1987) . X 

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87 ^ 
KYEAR»83 PREK^YES 

PREK FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 

PAGE 14 PREK 

NOTES AOOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP: 

KYEAR=83 PREK=*YES 
NOTE: SEE~—— —FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE 

YES 48 48 100*000 100*000 > 

o 

00 m 
o 

X 
CD 



22 
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Uttitt U^ KbSbARCH ANU eVALUATION 



SA-JF067 9901 



ACTIVE AT END OF 19U6-87 
KyEARaS^ PREK^NOX 



PACE 15 ORIGSTAT 



ORICSTAT FKEgUENCY CUM FkEO PCRCENt CUM PERCENT 



2 
4 
5 
7 
8 



24 
24 
101 
2 
6 



24 
48 
149 
151 
157 



15.287 
15.287 
64*331 
1.274 
3.822 



15.267 
30.573 
94.904 
96.178 
100.000 



PACE 15 CURRSTAT 



CURttSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FPEC PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



0 
2 
3 
7 

8 



7 
73 
17 
50 
10 



7 
80 
97 
147 
157 



t.459 
46.497 
10.828 
31=^47 

6.369 



4.459 
50.955 
61.783 
93.631 
100.000 



PAGE 15 ORIGOOM 



ORIGDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



> 

■o 
m 

cn o 
»— I 

X 
CD 



A 
B 
C 
0 
E 



65 
39 
18 
12 
23 



65 
104 
122 
134 
157 



41.401 
24.841 
11.465 
7.643 
14.650 



41.401 
66.242 
77.707 
85.350 
100.000 



PAGE 15 CURftOOM 



CURRDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



A 
B 
C 
0 
E 



43 
31 
39 
20 
24 



43 
74 
113 
133 
157 



27.389 
19.745 
24.841 
12.739 
15.287 



27.389 
47.134 
71.975 
84.713 
100.000 



PAGE 15 GRA0E87 



GRA0EQ7 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



01 
02 
03 
04 



1 
72 
83 

1 



1 

73 
156 
157 



o.6:;7 

45.860 
52.866 
0.637 



0.637 
46.497 
99.363 
100.000 



PAGE 15 ACTIVE87 



ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



PAGE 15 SEX 



^ * 157 100.000 100.000 

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FRfcQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 
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72 
85 



72 
157 



45.860 
54.140 



45.860 
100.000 



8: 14 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987 



X 
X 



00 
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ro 
ro 
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PAGE 16 ETHNIC 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIO?^ 



P,£TENTI0N 
SA-JF067 9901 X 



ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87 
KYEARa8^ PREK»NOX 

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



X 
X 



8:U MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987 



00 
Ok 



PACc 16 PREK 



2 
5 



16 
135 
6 



16 
151 
157 



I0«i9l 
85.987 
3.822 



10^191 
96*178 
100.000 



PftEK FREQUENCY CUH FREQ pERCENt CUM PERCENT 



NOfE: A8UVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP: 
KYEAR>84 PREK«NOX 

NOTEx SEE FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE 

NOX 157 



157 



100«^000 



100.000 



3> 

m 

CO 2: 



CD 



2 9 
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PAGE 17 OttlGSTAT 



SA-JF067 9901 X 



U^Mtfc U^ RCSHARCH ANO cVALUATION 

Te'l ?VE''°2NrLEP^!rn^??t '''''' '■•'^^ 

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87 
KyEAR«84 PREK«YES 

C^IGSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREO PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



8sU,M0N0AYt JULY 6* 1987 



CX) 



PAGE 17 CURRSTAI 



3 
1 

31 
3 

Z 



3 
4 
35 
38 
40 



7*500 
2.500 
77*500 
7*500 
5*000 



7*500 
10*000 
87*500 
95*000 
100*000 



CURRSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



PAGE 17 ORIGOOM 



2 
22 

2 
14 



2 
24 
26 
40 



5*000 
55*000 

5*000 
35*000 



5*000 
60*000 
65*000 
100*000 



ORIGOOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



X 
09 



PAGE 17 CURROOM 



A 

8 

C 
0 
E 



5 
15 
5 
5 
10 



5 
20 
25 
30 
40 



12*500 
37*500 
12*500 
ia*500 
. 25*000 



12*^^00 
50*000 
62*500 
75*000 
100*000 



CURRDOM FREQUENCY CUM FRCQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



3 
9 

10 
8 

10 



3 
12 
22 
30 
40 



7*500 
22*500 
25*000 
20«000 
25*000 



7*500 
30*000 
53*000 
75^000 
100,000 



PAGE 17 GRA0E87 



GRA0E37 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



PACE 17 ACTIVE87 



02 
03 



17 

23 



17 

40 



42«>500 
57*500 



42*500 
U0*000 



ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



PAGE 17 SEX 



1 

SEX 



40 



40 



FREQUENCY CUM FREQ 



100*000 100*000 
PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



PAGE 17 ETHNIC 



ERLC 
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20 
20 



20 
40 



50.000 
50*000 



50*000 
100*000 



ETHNIC FREOUCNCY CUM FREO PERCENT CUM PERCENT 



40 



40 



io)*ooa 



ioo«oco 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA-JF067 9901 X 

GRADE 00 FROH 1982* 1983* 1984 MERGED WCTH STUD FILE (1987) X 
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (1987) X 

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87 
KYEAR=84 PREK=YES 

PREK FREQUENCY CUH FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 

PAGE 18 PREK 

note: above message for 8Y GROUP: 
KYEAR=84 PREK«YES 

YES 40 40 100.000 100.000 

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 9*42 SECONDS AND 396K AND PRINTED PAGES 7 TO 18. 

29 PROG DELETE DATA=FRYRTN1 ; 00000430 

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 1.85 SECONDS AND 284K« 
note: SAS USED 396K HENORY* 

NOTE: SAS INSTITUTE INC. 
SAS CIRCLE 
PC BOX 8000 

GARY, N.C. 27511-8000 
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lo.S 
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Attachment B-11 
(Page 1 of 13) 

CURRENT GRADE BY GROUP 
DROP STATUS 



244 



APPENDIX B 
98 



1 

NOTES 



$ I S LOG VSS SAS e2«4 



VSE 3»1 JOB EVtSAS 



1SI22 THURSOAYf JULY 2f 1987 



THE MB EVl^AS HAS 8EEN RUM UNOBl RElfASE d2«4 Of SAS 
AT AUSTIN iNOEPEHOEHr SCKOQt DISTRICT I 019660011 • 



HOTEs CP'JIO VEftSlCN > ff SERIAL » 013;,>93 mOEt 
NOTES AO OPTIONS SPECIFIED. 



4341 • 



1 

2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

-5 19 

U3 o21 
ri22 
^23 
CO 24 
29 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 



OPTIONS ERRORS » 0} 

TI7LE1 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHQOt DISTRICT 
TITLE2 OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALiUTIQN 
TITLE4 TITLE VII FQLLOUMP « SAS DSN « FRVTITL7I 
TITLES 00 PROC TABULATES! 

DATA FRVTESTIl 

SET 5RVTITL7S 
IF ACTIVE87 » 1| 
GROUP - • 1234567* t 
GROUP - MALL*} 
KEEP CROUP GRACES?} 
OUTPUT} 

IF T7STAT - I THEN 00} 
CROUP - •ITITLETM 
OUTPUT} 

TO eiDIT} 
END} 

IF CHISTAT - 1 Tt^ 00} 
CROUP - •2CH1M 
OUTPUT} 
ENO} 

IF ETHNIC 4 THEN 00} 
CROUP > 93HISP*} 
OUTPUT} 

end; 

eioiTs 



00000140 
00000150 
00000160 
SA«JF082 0501} 00000170 
X} 00000180 
00000190 
00000200 
00000210 
00000220 
00000230 
00000240 
00000250 
00000260 
00000270 
00000280 
0000G290 
00000300 
0C000310 
00000320 
00000330 
00000340 
00000350 
00000360 
0COD037O 
OC0O0380 
00000390 
00000400 
00000410 
00000420 
00000430 



NQTEa CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTED TO NUMERIC 
VALUES AT THE PLACES 9IVEN BYS ILINEISCCOLUNNK 



C 



NOTES 
NOTES 

31 
32 
33 

34 

35 
36 
36 
37 
38 



DATA SET USER010.FRVTESTI HAS 2593 OBSERVATIONS AND 2 VARIABLES. 614 OBS/TRK. 
T^E DATA STATENENT USED 10.54 SECONDS AND 330K. 

PRK TABULATE F-4} 

CLASS CMUP GRADEB73 
TABLES 6R0UP« 

ORAOEST^gN PCTN<6RADEB7 AlL>»*PERCENT9^Fn7«i| ALL 
NISSTEXT » • 0 RTSPACE •> 15} 



KEVLABEL ALL - • TOTAL*} 



00000440 
00000450 
00000460 

00000470' 
00000480 
00000490 
000004^0 
00000500 
00000510 



ERIC 



245 



246 



ro 



r 
c 

c 

r 



Alexin IH06PEm)E»lT SCKCQL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND SVAtUATIQII 

TI«L£ VII FOLLQMUP » SAS DSN 
PROC TABUUTES 



SA«*IF0e2 0501 
X 



Fmia? 



i5t2Z THURSOAYt JULY 2. 1987 

















GfiADEeT 








1 1 




i 0^ 




OS 


1 


OS 


i 


09 


I 


10 


9 11 


i 12 


— |T0T-i 
1 AL 1 




i H i^^CEKTi 




) iPERCEtlTi 


N IPERCEMTI 


H iFERCEIiri n i^EaCENTi H iPERCEfiTI H i 


1 GROUP 
11TITLE7 


i { 
~i 1 
i i 




1 

i 


1 


J 
1 
1 


1 
1 

i 


s 
i 

«i 


1 
1 

3.2i 


I 
i 

191 


1 1 

I5^t 271 


1 ! 
^1 1 
21.^1 741 


1 J 


UCHl 


1 i 




1 


i 


1 




41 


2.01 


181 


8.81 ^31 


21*11 1391 


— 1 
68.11 204! 


|3MIiP 


i 1 




1 


1 


a 


0.3 i 


91 


2.51. 


251 


6.9i 4di 


13.2! 2ao| 


77.11 3631 


Uau 










ti 


O.II 


231 


1.21 


«7i 


4.61 1741 


9*2il6t4l 





MQTEl THE PROCEOURE TABULATE USEO 16.86 SEC0I4DS AND 58dK AND PRIHTEO PAGE 1. 



oo 

X 



CO 

cn 



ro 



247 



248 



ERIC 



00 

en 



m 

X 05 
TO 66 
67 

6e 

69 
70 

; 70 
71 
72 



AUSTIN I«OEP£m)E»T SCKWL DISTRICT 
OflFICE 0? ft£S£All€H AND EVAtUATIOH 



SA'jFoaa 0501 

X 



ro 
ro 



TITte VII FOLLOaUP • SAS n$|| « FmiTL? 
00 PROC TASUlAVeS 



15:22 TminSOAV. JULY 2f 1967 



0R0PQ4 



« ipcaceiai n Ipekcekti n I percent 




I 



I I 

-ITOT-I 
I At I 
-I 



- ^ tPERCENT i N I 

I 11 II 
^[ 2 1 ^79 1 

*l l^ll 51 il^ra^ii 

' — ' I 



THE PROCEOURB TAWJLATi Q$EO 28.10 SECONDS AND 590 K AND PRmEO PA6E 2« 



PROC TABULATE Fo4; 

CLASS OROUP 0RQP8% GRADEO^; 
TASLES 6R0UPO(»0Pd69 

^SfSt^^"^ PCTN<GRA0£3« ALL>-«PERC£NT<»<»F«7»1» AM 
MISSTEXT » • » RTSPACE « 20; 

leaf LABEL ALL « •TOTAL* 3 



00000780 
00000790 
00000600 

QCCGOSIO 
00000820 
00000830 
00000830 
00000840 
00000850 



249 



AUSTIM IHOEy^raENT SCkmi OISTRIC? 
OFFICE Qf HESEARCH AHO EVALUATION 

fULE VII FOUOUUP SAS OSN 
00 PMC TABUUTES 



SA«JF082 0501 
X 



FRYTITLT 



THUASOAVf JULY 2« 1987 



t 
f 



H-»rn 



X 
CO 



09 



6A0UP I0R0F84 I 



i- 
I 

i H |P£ACE»T| N 



GRA0E64 



10 



ITITLE7 



10 5T>m I 168 

^ 



91 



51 
33 
54 



100.01 






1 9 


1 tnt 
c 








1 fl m 




15 


1 71 


100.01 1 






1 71 




16 


1 9i 


100.01 1 






i 91 


I4AL1 


10 


123741 


99.31 71 


Oo3| 


41 


0u2 123851 



93.91 




100.01 



PERCENT 



1.1 



11 



•ITOT- 
I At 



PERCENT I N 

I 
I 

I 168 



wore* THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 23.51 SECCWOS A^JO 592K AND PRINTED PAGE 3^ 



73 
74 
75 



PROC TABOIATE F»42 

aASS GROUP 01QP65i 
TABLES GROUPt 

76 0ROP85«IN PC7N<0ROP8S 

O MISS7EJST • • • RTSPACE « 

. ERIC 



ALL>««P£RCENT*«F«7.1| ALL 
202 



92 
51 



33 
54 { 



5tS 



00000860 
00000870 
00000880 

00000890 
00000900 
00000910 



252 



00 



ro 



f 
t 

C 
C 

e 
c 

c 
c 
c 

€■ 

c 
c 
c 
c. 
«. 



AUS7IN IKOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AHO EVALUATION 

?ITLE VII FOLLOUUP ^ SAS OSH 
00 PROn TABULATES 



SA<-*JF062 a$oi 
X 



FRVTITL7 



TKURSOAVt JULY 2t 1987 



GROUP 
1TITLE7 



acHi 



2HISP 



4ALL 



DROP 65 



I 



iPERCEial K 

II M l 



■ ■■■ii 6 I ■ 

I I 

i t 

1611 e2«il 



iPERCENTi H 

— -fi r I 

I I 

I i 

251 U.il 



I 



{PERCENT I N 



297 1 
4721 



76«3l 



6ii 



60*41 



731 



15*71 



31 
131 



1.51 



12.41 
>4« 



3*31 



171 



.91 



2337{ S7.ll 1831 ft.8| 59] 2.2| I 



PERCENT! N 

III ii 



IPERCENTI U 
»i 111 n 1 



0.31 



I 
I 

61 

mm^m 



131 



I 



221 



I 
i 

>1| 
3.31 



I I 
— — ITOT-I 
6 i AL I 

I 

IPERCENTI H 1 
* < " I 



O.Ol 591 



3.71 

2<,2| 



I 

I 

11 



31 



431 



^ NOTES THE PROCEDURE TAOULATE USED 25.24 Sk:C0N0S ANO 590K AtiO PRINTED PAGE 4. 
^79 



^ 80 
o61 

82 

CO 83 

84 
84 
85 



PROC TABULATE F«4t 

CLASS GROUP 0R0Pa5 
TABLES GR0UP«0R0PB5« 



GRA0E85S 



GRA0EC5t(N PCTN<GRA0Ed5 ALL>«> PERCENT* «F«7. II ALL 
KISSTEXT « • • RTSPACE » 20$ 

KEVLABEL ALL « •TOTALIS 



00000920 
00000930 
00000940 

00000950 
00000960 
00000970 
00000970 
00000980 



I 



I 
I 

1961 
I 

l.Ol 3891 



I 

O.Si 



I 

0.51 5871 
♦——I 

1.612682:1 



254 



00 



r 
f 

c 

c 
c 
c 
f 

c 

c 

i 
c 
«. 

t 
C 



ERIC 
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AUSTIN IN0£PENOEra SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



SA-JF082 0501 
X 



TITLE VII fOLLOUUP « SAS DSN « FRYTITL7 
00 PSOC TABULATES 



15S22 THURSOAY« JULY 2f 1987 



ICONTINUEOl 



7 




1 










GRADE05 






J 


i 




j 


07 1 




08 1 


09 1 


10 1 


11 1 


12 1 AL 


i 




1 N 


1 PERCENT 1 


H 


1 PERCENT j 


H 1 PERCENT 1 


N IPERCEHTI 


N 1 PERCENT 1 


N 1 PERCENT 1 H 


16AQUP 


IOR0P8S 




! ' l" 




1 1 


1 
1 


1 
1 


1 
1 


1 

1 






liriTLET 


10 
1 


1 


1 j 






1 


1 

791 


1 

49.1 1 


i 1 


t i 161 


j 


11 
1 




I i 


1 


1 4.01 


£ i 1 






12. Of 


j [ 


1 1 25 


1 


12 

1 


" i' 


1 i 












do. 71 


J ^ 


1 1 3 


j 


IS 

I"- i' 




1 i 


li 


16.71 


Si 




1 


1 
1 


♦ J 


1 1 6 




16 


""i ] 


, i 




i 


1 
1 


1 
1 


1 1 






1 1 1 


I2CH1 


10 

1— — — 




1 ' ," 


51 


1.71 


132 i 








Z\ 0.7! 


1 1 297 


1 


It 




1 




; 


581 


95.11 


31 


4«V| 




1 1 611 


1 


12 


i j 




41 


30»d| 


61 


46.21 


31 


91 1 1 
£3.1 1 


— 1 l' 


1 i 13 


1 


14 


i "'1 






j 


il 


100.01 


1 


1 
1 


— p" I 


1 1 1 


i 


IS 






11 


7.71 


111 


84.61 


11 


• 1 




1 1 131 


1 


l« 


i \ 








21 


50.01 


21 


50.01 




1 1 4 


|3HISi> 


10 


1 11 


0.21 


41 


0.8] 


(S2l 


34.31 


3001 


63.61 


21 0.41 


31 0.61 472 


j 


11 


1 11 




11 


1*41 


651 


89.01 


. 61 


8.21 




1 i 731 


I 


12 


1 1 


1 


3| 


17.6i 


101 


58.61 


^1 


23.51 


; ; 


1 1 17 




IS 

1— — 


i 11 


4.51 






161 


72.71 


51 


22.71 




i 1 22i 




16 










11 


33.31 


21 


66.71 




1 1 31 


14/U.t 


10 

1 " 


1 11 


0.01 


131 


0.61 


5391 


23.1117731 


75.91 


61 0.31 


51 0.2123371 




ll 

1 


i 11 


0*51 


41 


2.21 


1471 


80.31 


311 


16.91 




1 1 1831 




12 

1 "1 1 






51 


8«S| 


201 


33.91 


331 


55.91 


11 1«7| 


i 1 591 




14 

1 










11 


100.01 


1 


1 


m mm % mmmm^mam^t 


1 1 1! 




is 


1 11 


U71 


41 


6«dl 


381 


64.41 


151 


25.41 


11 l«7l 


1 i 591 



00 



^5/ 



256 



i 



r 



AUSTIN lUXPSmeHT SCHUOL 0{S7fllCT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION 

TITLE VII FOLLGMIP • SAS DSN 
DO PROC TA8ULATES 



SA-JFaa2 0901 
X 



FRYTITL7 



l^tZZ THURSDAY; SSLt 2s i9S? 



C 

c 
c 

€ 
C 



CJIO 
»— I 

• X 




NOTE* THE PROCEDURE f AiULATE USED 23.30 SECONDS ANO 592K AND" PRINTED PAGE 8* 



C 
C 

a 



101 
102 
103 
10^ 
10$ 
IDA 
107 
106 

O TE< SEE 



PROC FREa DATA « FRVTITL7} 
TABLES (RAOEU ACfIVE84 
GRAOEaS ACTIVEBS 
aRA0£86 ACTIVE86 
CRAOEST ACTIVE87 
DR0Pt4 DR0P89 



0ROP86 SEX ETHNIC 



ERIC 



rrSTAT B0THCE40 LEPTINE CHlSfATt 



--FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE 



00001140 
00001150 
00001160 
00001170 
00001180 
00001190 
00001200 
000012iO 



258 



AUSTIN IMOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
€ff ICS Of RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

TITLE VII fOLLOUUP « SAS DSN 
00 PROC TABULATES 



SA«JF0e2 0501 
X 



FRVTITL7 



PAGE 



9 GRA0E84 



3» 

no 

> no 
o z: 

a? 

> 



PAGE 



PAGE 



9 ACTIVE64 



9 CAAOEfiS 



PAGE 



9 ACTIVE89 



6AA0E84 


FREQUENCY 


CUN FREQ 


PERCENT 


CUN PERCENT 


S 


416 


416 


11.320 


11.320 


01 


2 


410 


0.054 


11.374 


02 


1 


419 


0.027 


11.401 


04 


2 


421 


0.054 


11.456 


05 


2 


423 


0.054 


11.510 


QO 


73 


496 


1.986 


13.497 


07 


88 


584 


2.395 


15.891 


00 


342 


926 


9.306 


25.197 


09 


2734 


3660 


7V.395 


99.592 


10 


11 


367i 


0.299 


99.891 


11 


4 


3675 


0.109 


100.000 


ACT1VE84 


FREQUENCY 


cm FREQ 


PERCENT 


CUN PERCENT 


• 


1028 




• 




1 


2647 


2647 


100.000 


loolooo 


6RA0E85 


FREQUENCY 


CUN FREQ 


PERCENT 


con PEnCENT 



S 

02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
12 



405 


405 


11.020 


11.020 


2 


407 


0.054 


11.075 


1 


408 


0.027 


11.102 


1 


409 


0«027 


11.129 


2 


411 


0<»054 


11.184 


69 


480 


1.878 


13.061 


73 


553 


1.986 


15.046 


176 


729 


4.789 


19.837 


983 


1712 


26.748 


46.585 


1950 


3662 


53.061 


99.646 


e 


3670 


0.218 


99.864 




3675 


0.136 


100.000 


lEQUENCV 


CUH FREQ 


PERCENT 


CUN PERCENT 


1232 








2<>43 


2443 


loolooo 


loolooo 



259 



15S22 THURSOAYt JULY 2t 1987 



00 

ro 
ro 



260 



FRir 



Tins VII FOtLOHUP - SAS DSN « FmiTLT 
00 PaoC TABULATES 



PACE 10 &IA0E86 



FA6E 10 ACTIVES^ 



?A6E 10 CAAOEdT 



PA6E 10 ACTIVE6T 



PA£E 10 OR0P8% 





rAEQU&iICf 


CUM F^BQ 


PERCENT 


CUA PERCENT 


c 

d 


4 A A 


399 


10.857 


10.857 




2 


cot 


0.054 


10o912 


04 


2 


403 


0.054 




05 


1 


404 


0.03T 


10.993 


06 


65 


469 


1*769 


12.762 


Of 


68 


537 


X.8^0 


14.612 


08 


156 


693 


4.245 


18.857 




586 


1279 


15.946 


34.803 


10 


596 


1875 


16.218 




11 


1788 


3663 


48.653 


99.673 


12 


12 


3675 


0.327 


100*000 


ACTIVE 86 


F&£QUEI^y 


O/M FftE8 


PERCENT 


CUn PERCENT 


• 




• 


o 




I 


2184 


7^84 


100.000 


100.000 




CDC Alieu^w 


GUn FREQ 


PERCENT 


cm PERCENT 






9 


0.245 


0.245 


5 




405 


10.776 


11.020 


04 


3 


408 


0o082 


4 4.4 VC 


03 


2 


410 


0.054 


11.156 


06 


63 ' 


473 


1.714 


12.871 


U ff 


65 


538 


1.769 


14.639 


08 


150 


688 


4.082 


18.721 


An 
UV 


495 


1183 


13.469 


32.190 


10 


389 


1572 


10.505 


^c. f f O 


11 


350 


1922 


9.524 


52.299 


12 


1753 


3675 


47.701 


100.000 


ACTIVE87 




GUn F8EQ 


PERCEfIT 


CUN PERCENT 


• 




• 






1 


1901 


1901 


100.000 


100.000 


oecu>84 


FREQUEHCV 


CUM fR£Q 




CUfl PERCENT 


• 


1060 








0 


2385 


2385 


911205 


911205 


1 


92 


2477 


3.518 


94.723 


2 


51 


2528 


1.9S0 


96.673 




33 


2561 


1.262 


97.935 


6 


54 


2615 


2.065 


100.0(>i) 



2S1 





CO 

cn 

ro 
ro 



3 

> 



O O 
CO 

"X 
> 03 



> 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHXX DISTRICT 
OFFICe Of RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



SA*JFC82 0501 
X 



PAGE li DR0P85 



TlUE VII miOUl^ • SAS OSN « FRVTITLT 
aO PROC TASULAT£$ 

DROP85 FREQUENCV CUN FREQ PERCENT CUN PERCENT 



I5s22 THURSOAV. JULY 2. l9dV 



0 
1 

2 

5 

6 



993 
2337 
183 
59 
I 
59 
43 



2337 
2520 
2579 
2580 
2639 
2682 



87*136 
6*823 

' 2*200 
0*037 
2*200 
lo603 



87*136 
93*960 
96*160 
96*197 
98*397 
100*000 



PACE 11 OR0P86 



DRQP86 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUN PERCENT 



0 
1 
2 
3 
4 



1182 
2172 
268 

39 
9 
5 



2172 
2440 
2479 
2488 
2493 



87.124 
10*750 
1*564 
0*361 
0*201 



87.124 
97*a74 
99*438 
99*799 
100*000 



SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUN PERCENT 



r\ ^ O 

2t)3 



:6i 



ERIC 



f 



5 A S LOG VS£ SAS 82.4 



VSE j«l JOB EVISAS 



PA6£ il 5£H 



I 

3 



^ o ^ 

U5 O 
>— I 

X 

U 00 



PA6E 11 ETHNIC 



1 

2 
3 
4 

9 



PAGE Xi 77S?AT 



PAGE li\ 60TH6E40 



B0TH6E40 



ia66 

1809 



1366 
3675 



S0«776 
49.224 



50«776 
100.000 



ETM«IC FREQUEF^y CU« FREQ PERCE»7 CUH PERCENT 



3 
33 
609 
924 
2106 



3 
36 

645 
1569 
3675 



0«0d2 
0«698 
16«571 

25cl43 
57*306 



0^082 

o«9eo 

I7«551 
^2«694 
lUO.OOO 



77S7AT FREQUEHCy CUR PREQ PERCEHT CM PERCENT 



3454 • 
22. 221 

PREQUENCV cm PREQ 



365? 

0 11 

1 7 



11 
18 



100*000 100*000 

PB(CEh!T CUN PERCENT 



61.111 
38.889 



61.111 
100.000 



265 



'ERIC... 



00 



ro 
ro 
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2CG 



AUSTIli INOCPfreDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

TITLE VII FOLLQUUP - SAS DSN 
00 PRQC TAeULATES 



SA-JF062 OSOl 
X 



FRYTITtT 



12 

1S322 THURSOAYt JULY 2t 1987 



cx> 



ro 
ro 



1 > 

j 

1 > 

\ 

1 > 



t no 
I o>a 



PA6E 12 LEPTIHE 



LEPTIHE 


FREQUENCY 


CUN FRCQ 


PERCENT 


CUN PERCENT 


• 


3657 


• 






1 


3 


3 


161667 


161667 


1*32 


1 
1 


4 


5*556 


22.222 




1 






£f mi f 0 


3.68 


2 


7 


U.ltl 


38.889 


4.36 


1 


8 


5.536 


44.444 


4.68 


5 


13 


27.778 


72.222 


$•68 


1 


14 


5.556 


77.778 


6.08 


1 


15 


5.556 


83.333 


6«16 


1 


16 


5.556 


88«869 


7.66 


1 


17 


5.556 


94.444 


8.68 


1 


18 


5.556 


100.000 


CHiSTAT 


FREQUENCY 


CUM FAEQ 


PERCENT 


CUN PERCENT 


• 


3038 








1 


637 


637 


loolooo 


100.000 



PAGE 12 CHISTAT 



NOTES THE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 10.23 SECONDS AND 392K AND PRINTED PAGES 9 TO 12. 



i09 
110 
111 
112 



DATA FRYTEST13 

SET FRYTIT' W 
IF GT 200 



THEN DELETES 



00001220 
00001230 
00001240 
00001250 



ERLC 



NOTES DATA SET USEROlO.FRYTESTi HAS 200 OBSERVATIONS AND 19 VARIABLES. 66 OBS/TRK« 
NOTES THE DATA STATEMENT USED 9.16 SECONDS AND 306K. 



ii3 

114 
115 
116 
117 

lie 

119 



PROC print; 

» VAR STUIO STUNANE 

« ACTIVE85 GRA0E85 READ85 LAN665 HATHSS 

« ACriV£86 6RA0E86 REA086 LANG86 NATHa6 

« ACriVE87 6RA0Ed7 READS? LAN687 NATH873 



00001260 
00001270 
00001280 
00001 !90 
00001300 
00001310 
0000L320 



267 



268 



I 



S A S LOG VSE SAS 82,4 



VSE 3*1 JOB EV7SASPS 



NOTE: THE JOB EV7SASPS HAS BEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS 
AT AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT C0198600U. 



note: CPUIO version « FF SERIAL = 013553 «00EL 
NOTE: NC OPTIONS SPECIFIED* 



4341 • 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

B 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

U 

15 

16 

17 

IB 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2? 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

4B 

49 

50 

51 



OPTIONS ERRORS » O; 
DATA LEP86; 
* INFILE LANG86 VSAHt 

INFILE LANG21 RECFM»VB LRECL=164 BLKSUE==4000; 
INPUT 



3> 

i-» m 

X 
00 





FILIO 


$ 


1-2 




REFUGEE 


$ 


3 




STUID 




4-10 




STUNAHE 


$ 


11-37 




BIRTH 


$ 


38-43 




LDC 


$ 


44-46 




GRADE 


$ 


H7-48 




HLSI 


< 


49-50 




HLS2 


$ 


51-52 




HLS3 


$ 


53-54 




REENTVR 


$ 


55 




REENTSEA 


( 


56 




REEXTYR 


$ 


57 




REEXTSEA 


$ 


58 




LANGCODE 


i 


59-60 




L ANGNAHE 


5 


61-70 




ETHNIC 


$ 


71 




REVI EhCD 


$ 


72 




STATUS 


$ 


73 




LPACCODE 


$ 


74 




PALTAKEN 


$ 


77 


378 


CENG PAL 




ZD4.I 


<d62 


CSPANPAL 




Z04.I 


386 


CENGPAL 




ZD4.I 


390 


OSPANPAL 




ZD4.I 




ENGYEAR 


$ 


94 




ENGSEA 


$ 


95 




SPANYEAR 


$ 


96 




SPANSEA 


$ 


97 




LAnbULIN 


i 


98 




PRQGREQ 


$ 


99 


aioo 


FALLREAD 




ZD2. 


ai02 


FALLLANG 




Z02. 


ai04 


READPCT 




Z02. 


a)I06 


LANGPCT 




Z02. 




DESTSCH 


$ 


lOB-llO 




PRQGREC 


$ 


III 




PA ROVER 


$ 


112 




ENTRYYR 


$ 


113 




ENTRYSEA 


$ 


114 




EXITYR 


$ 


115 




EXiTSEA 


$ 


116 


aii7 


CENG LAB 




Z02« 


3119 


CSPANLAB 




ZD2* 


3126 


OENGLAB. 




Z02« 


3126 


OSPANL.sJi 




Z02. 



10:03 HONOAY, JULY 6t 1987 



b 



ERIC 
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00000110 
00000120 
00000130 
00000140 
00000150 
00000160 
00000170 
00000180 
00000190 
00000200 
00000210 
00000220 
00000230 
0G000240 
00000250 
00000260 
00000270 
00000280 
00000290 
00000300 
00000310 
00000320 
00000330 
00000340 
000''0350 
00000360 
00000370 
000003B0 
00000390 
0000U400 
00000410 
00000420 
00000430 
00000440 
00000450 
00000460 
00000470 
00000460 
00000490 
00000500 
00000510 
00000520 
00000530 
00000540 
00000550 
00000560 
00000570 
00000^)60 
00000590 
00000600 
0J000610 



00 
0\ 



ro 



r 
r 

% 
c 

c 



(JQ 

(D O 

n> 

O 3 

CO 00 
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S A S LOG VSE SAS 82.4 



VSE 3*1 JOB EV7SASPS 



10:03 MUNOAYt JULY 6t I 



52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 



OELABGRD 
OSLABGRD 
CELABGRD 
CSLABGRO 
ELIGEXIT 
REFUGDAT 
PARAPPRO 



% 130-131 
% 132-133 
$ 134-135 
^ 136-137 
$ 141 
t 148-L53 
$ 160; 

KEEP STUID STATUS GRADE EXITYR LANGDOH; 

IF STATIS = •2« OR STATUS » •3* OR STATUS « •8« OR STATUS « •7«; 
IF STATUS - •7» AND EXITYft LT •6« THEN DELETE; 
♦IF LOC GT •0C0»; 



♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦CHOOSE HISPANICS ONLY******************************; 
IF ETHNIC = •4«; 



THIS PROGRAM ( SA-PSO 14120 11 HILL PRODUCE ANNUAL DROPOUT CODES 
FOR ALL LEP STUDENTS IN GR. 7-8 DURING THE 1985-86 SCHOOL YEAR 
♦ ♦♦♦♦t** *****!♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦ J 



00000620 
00000630 
00000640 
00000650 
00000660 
00000670 
00000680 
00000690 
00000 700 
00000710 
00000720 
00000721 
00000722 
00000723 
00000724 
00000730 
000007'^0 
0000075G 
00000760 
00000770 
00000760 
00000 790 
00000800 
00000810 



NOTES INFILE LANG21 HAS THE FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS: 
DCD> ( BLKS UE>'4000tLRECLs: 164tRECFH-VB ) 

INVALID DATA FOR CSPANIAL IN LINE I 82-85. 28:30 

NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR OSPANPAL IN LINE 1 90-93. 30:30 

NOTE: INVALID OATA FOR FALLREAD IN LINE 1 100-lOU 37:30 

NOTE: INVALID OATA FOR FALLLANG IN LINE 1 102-103. 38:30 

NUTE: INVALID DATA FOR READPCT IN LINE 1 104-105* 39:30 

NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR LANGPCT IN LINE 1 106-107. 40:30 

NOTE: INVALID OATA FOR CENGLAB IN LINE 1 117-118. 48:30 

NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR CSPANLAB IN LINE 1 119-120. 49:30 

NOTE: INVALID OATA FOR OENGLAB IN LINE 1 126-127. 50:30 

NOTE$ INVALID DATA FOR OSPANLAB IN LIN"^ 1 128-129. 5l:3C 
i^'OTE: FURTHER fcRRORS OF THIS TYPE WILL NOT BE PRINTED. 

OPTIONS CRR0RS=NN; * LIMIT REACHED. 



RULE: 1234567 10123*567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601234567 701234567 801234567 901234567 00 

1 AU 0000361ABA0IANC FERDINAhD 09106600YGR010137 37TAGAL0G 2 I 10920 0920 90 0 

007 OOOGOO N0346S 

FILID=AU UEFUGEE^ STUID«36l STUNAME=ABADIANO FERDINAND BIRTH«091066 L0C»007 CRADE=*GR HLS1«01 MLS2«01 HLS3»37 REENTYR> 
REENTSEA* REEXTYk= REEXTSEA^ LANGC0DE=37 LANGNAME=^T AGALOG ETHNIC«2 REVieHCD= STATUS^l LPACCODE= PALTAXEN-l 
CENCPAL=92 CSPANPAL^. nENGPAL«9j OSPANPAL^. ENGYEAR=9 ENGSEA 0 SPANYEAR^^ SPANSEA^ LANGDOMxQ PR0GR6G« FALLREAO^'. 
FALLLANG=. READPCT«. LANGPCT«. DESTSCH=«007 PROGREC= PAROVEft= ENTRYYR^ ENTRYSEA- EXITYR» EXITS6A= CENGLAB". 
CSPAhLAB=:. OEfxGLAa=. OSPANLAB». OELABGRD^* OSLABGRi> CELABGRD« CSLABGRO* ELIGEXlT» kEFUGDAT^OOOOOO PARAPPRO-S 
«,ERKCf^»i ^N^=l 

NOTE: 16045 LINES WERE READ FROM INFILE LANG^l. 

THE MINIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 160. 

THE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 160. 
NOTE: DATA SET USER010.LEP86 HAS 4299 OBSERVATIONS AND 5 VARIABLES. 470 08S/TRK. 
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 245.78 SECONDS AND 330K. ^ 



1 • 



V 



* m 

X 



75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 

a4 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

&03 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 



S A S LOG VSE SAS 82.4 

CATA 0R0Pd6; 
SET UROPOATA; 



VSC 3.1 jorj ev7SASPS 



10:03 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987 



IF <L0Ca6 GE 'O^S' ANO L0C86 LE •055M OR L0C86 = •265* 2 
IF <GRA0E86 GE •C7« ANO GRAOE06 LE •08») ; 

GRAO = 'N*; 
OIEO = 'N* ; 

IF 0R0P84 = 3 OR OROP85 = 3 OR 0ROP06 = 3 7HEN GRAO ^ 

IF 0R0P84 = 4 OR 0R0P85 ^ 4 OR O1IOP86 <> THEN. OlEO = "YS 

IF ENTRY86 NE « " ; 

OROP 3 9; 



♦ ♦♦♦♦♦^♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦CREATE OROP COOE 0 (STILL IN A ISO ) 

IF ENTRY86 KE • • ANO HITH86 = • "ANO GRAO ^ "N* 

AND OieO ' 'N* THEN OaOP=0; 

*?r*t!tl!!!*!r^^^^^^ ^ COROPOUTS OURING SuriCOL YEAR)****; 

IF {WITH86 NE • • ANO TRANS86 = • ») * 

ANO GRAO = "N* ANO OIEO =1 »N» THEN 0RCP=1; 

•♦♦♦♦♦♦♦..♦♦♦♦♦♦^CREATE CROP COOE 2 < TRANSFER OURING SCHOOL YEAR)*****; 
IF (hZTH86 NE • • ANO TRANS86 = • y« ) 

AND GRAO = 'N* ANO OIEO = 'N* THEN 0RUP=2; 

♦ ♦♦♦«*»M***M**«CREATF JROP COOES 3 ANO 4 (GRAOU/, 01 E0)««**»»«*»; 

IF GRAO « 'Y* THEN 0R0P=3; 
IF DIED = «V" THEN 0R0P=4; 



00000810 
00000820 
00000830 
00000840 
G0000850 
00000860 
00000870 
00000880 
00000890 
00000900 
00000910 
00000920 
00000930 
00000940 
00000950 
00000960 
C0000970 
00000980 
00C00990 
00001000 
00001010 
00001020 
00001030 

ocooio^o 

00001050 
00001060 
00001070 
00001080 
00001090 
00001100 
00001110 
00001120 
00001130 
00001140 
00001150 
00001160 
00001170 



NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTEO TO NUMERIC 
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVtN BY: IL INE) :(COLUMN),, 

86:17 92:17 92:00 97:18 102:20 

NOTE: OATA SET USER010.0ROP86 HAS 9354 OBSERVATIONS ANO 30 VARIABLES 
NOTE: rK3 OATA STATEhENT USED 78.62 SECCNOS ANO 314K. 

Ill 
112 
113 

ivARNlNG: 



48 OBS/TRK. 



PROC SORT 0A1A=LEP86; 
BY STUlO; 



00001170 
00001180 
00001190 



SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM 
REQUIREO BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY. 
THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY. 
NOTE: OATA SET USEROlO .LEP86 HAS 4299 OUSEH'ATIONS ANO 5 VARIABLES. 470 OBS/TRK 
NOTE: THE PHOCEOURE SORT USED 20.59 SECONDS ANO 292K. •^»'^OLt:>. 4^0 ODS/TRK, 



113 
114 



PKUC SORT 0ATA-0RUP86; 
BY SrUIC; 



00001190 
00001200 
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CO 
Ok 



ro 



rt) O 

O 3 

Ca> cn 
ro 
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S A S t 0 G VSE SAS 82o4 



VSE 3*1 JOS EVISAS 



12:16 FRIO. 



JULY 3» 19B7 



UaXEz 7HS JOB EVISAS HAS SEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82*4 OF SAS 
AY AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT f 01986001) • 

NOTE> CPUtO VEflSIOK ^ FF SER^^iL » 013533 MODEL ' 4341 • 



NOTE: NO OPTIONS SPECIFIED* 



I 
Z 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
19 
16 
17 
18 
> 19 
-S 20 

o 22 
CD 25 



ERIC 



26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
31t 
33 
34 
35 
3o 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

♦^27 

46^ 

47 

48 

49 

50 



nnnnniAO 



00 



ro 
ro 



CPTIQNS ERRORS > 0; 



00000140 
C0000150 
00000160 
SA-JF082 0601; 00000170 
X; OOOOaiBO 



TITLE 1 AUSTIN INDEpr* 3ENT SCHOOt "4 STRICT 
YITL62 OFFICE OF RE^URCH AND EVALUATION 
TITLE4 TITLc VII FOLLOKUP * SAS DSN ^ FRYTITL7; 
T1TLE5 READ SGR DObN LOADED TAPE fILE TO GET COURSES ANO PASS OR FAIL; 
TITLE6 THEN 00 PAOC TABULATES; 

♦AIA FRVSSGRl; 

<^ IhFILE SS6R21 RECFM»F LRECL'^l /8 8LKS 1^6*4094; 



INPUT 



LOC 
STUIO 
COURSE 
C0URSE4 
AVERAGE 
ACTIVE 

IF AVERAGE « « THEN OELETE; 
FAILPASS » O; 

IF AVERAGE GE 070 THEN FAILPASS 
KEEP STUIO COURSE FAILPASS; 
♦ROC SORTS 

^ BY STUIO COURSE; 



01-03 

C4-10 

82-87 

82-85 

131-133 

138; 



i; 



«ATA FRYTESVl; 

♦ SET FRVTITL7; 

♦ IF ACTIVE87 » 1; 

♦ IF GRA0Ee7 GE •09«; 
« KEEP STUIO GRADE87 

*ATA FRYTESTl; 

♦ MEnGE FPYTESTl 

♦ FRYSSGRl 
« BY STUIO; 

^ <F FRYINl » l; 

♦ ROC CELCTi: DATA « FRYSSGRlS 



UN 

UN 



T7STAT CHISTAT ETHNIC; 



FRYINll 
FRYIN2I; 




DATA FRYTEST3; 

SET FRYTESTl; 



COURSE 


m. 


•0118 


• 


OR 


COURSE 




U032 


i 


OR 


COURSE 


se 


•1042 


• 


OR 


COURSE 


« 


•1049 


• 


OR 


COURSE 




•1112 


% 


OR 


COURSE 




ni32 


t 


OR 


COURSE 




•2828 




OP. 


COURSE 




•2831 


• 


OR 


COURSE 




•3222 


• 


OR 


COURSE 




H002 


f 


OR 


CCURSE 




•432;: 


• 


OR 


COURSE 




•4732 


i 


OR 


COURSE 




«4841 


• 


OR 


CCUKSE 


« 


•4931 




OR 


COURSE 




•4933 


• 


OR 


COURSE 




•6931 


1 


OR 


COURSE 




•6136 

















00000190 
OOOOOZOO 
00000210 
00Cri!0220 
00000230 
00000240 
00000250 
00000260 
000002 7C 
00000200 
00000290 
00000300 
00000310 
00000320 
00000330 
00000340 
00000350 
00000360 
000)0370 
00^^0380 
00rj0390 
00000400 
00000410 
00000420 
00Q00430 
00000440 
00000450 
00000460 
00000470 
00C00480 
00000490 
00000500 
00000510 
00000520 
0000C530 
00000540 
00'*'>0550 
0ii000560 
00000570 
00000580 
00000590 
00000600 
00000610 
U0000620 
000006^0 



Oi <-»■ 
CO fiJ 

a> o 
n> 

O 3 

CO 
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S A S 



0 G V5E SAS 



VSE 3«1 JOS EVISAS 



12:16 FRIOAV, JULY 3, 1987 



no 
no 

*-» m 
cn z 
a 

X 
UJ 



ERIC 



.KOJ£s CAiA SET vSERO lO.FRYTESia HAS 2457 O'iSERVATIONS AND 7 VARIABLES. 
NOTES THE DATA STATEMENT USED 14.52 SECONDS AND 322K* 



176 D8S/TRK. 



51 
52 

fS 

55 
56 
57 



DATA fRYT£ST2; 

SET FRYTEST3; 
STUID; 

If FIRST.STUID THEN NUMFAIt « 

IF FAfLFASS » 0 TKuK' NUMFAIL ♦ I; 

IF LAST.STUIO THEi'^ OUTPUT; 



C9000ii40 
00000650 
00000660 
00000670 
00000680 
00000690 
00000700 



NOTES DATA SET USER0l0.FRyTEST2 HASd4^2jCBSERyATI0NS AND 8 VARIABLES. 
NOTES THE OAIA STATEMENT USED 6.36 S^CGTfOS /iND 306K* 



150 08S/TRK. 



58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
76 



DATA FRtTEST2; 

SET FaVTEST2; 
GROUP « • 1234567 
GROUP « •4ALL«; 

KEEP STUID GRADE67 GRDU? NUHFAtL; 
OLTPUT; 

IF T7STAT =^ I THEN DDs 
GROUP » 'ITITLE7*; 
OUTPUT; 

gc to endit; 
end; 

IF CHISTAT « I THEN DO; 



GROUP » 
OUTPUT; 
END; 
IF EVI-NIC « 
GROUP 
OUTPUT; 

end; 

ENDIT: 



•2CHl^; 



4 THEN 
•3HISP*; 



00000710 
00000720 
00300730 
00000740 
00000750 
00000760 
00000770 
00000780 
00000790 
00000800 
00000810 
00000820 
00000830 
00000840 
00000850 
00000860 
00000870 
00000680 
00000890 
00000900 
00000910 



NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVEf.TED TD NUMERIC 
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN BVS (L INEIs (COLUHNK 

73:8 

NOTE: DATA SET USRR010.FRYTEST2 HAS 1944 OBSERVATIONS AND 4 VARIABLES. 274 DBS/TRK. 
NOTES THE DATA STATEMENT USED 7.84 SECONDS AND 306K. 



79 
80 
81 

82 
83 
84 
84 
85 



PeOC TABULATE F>B; 

CLASS GROUP GRADE87 NU^FAIL; 
TABLES GROUP. 

NUKFAIL^IN PCTN<NUMFAIL ALL>a«PERCENTMF»6. U ALL 
MISSTEXT * • » RTSPACE « 20; 

KEYLABEL ALL « •TOTAL*; 



00000920 
00000930 
00000940 

0C000950 
00000960 
00000970 
00000970 
00000980 
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00 



(0 a 

o r« 
Hi <+ 
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AUSTIN INOEPEhDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



cn o 

X 
CD 



SA-JF082 0601 
X 



TITLE VII FOLLOKUP - SAS DSN « FRYTHl? 
READ SGR OOUN LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES AND PASS OR FAIL 
THEN DO PROC TABULATES 



GROUP ITITLE7 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

{COURSE 
I- 



FAILPASS 



-I 

i TOTAL 



I 

1 



1 0118 ^tC^PKeePlDGlBi 



U032 ^6tl5H 
11042 iM6U5H iVft I 

I ■ ■ ■ ■ 1 ■■ !■ i n »» 

11049 eAJfrM6»lV8^CA-| 

UU^-fcfHB 1- 

i 



U132 6tAMi6 

12628 rooo^iVumrpD^ I 
I 

12831 FAMitS UWlAlC^ I 
13222 IfiPc^^AU^iii'T^I 

I — ■WHIM I |J&M», 



14002 IMnLOToi^i/^o&^ igl 

J 4322 CtnniMUn iB | 

J«—^ 



j4732 (ivC.ai^rDCq i6 I 
J4841 i*t.^ufc€i^Mc»jr I 

14931 S^IOLOCry I 

14933 ^tVAA^SoC^Stuo^eq 
16931 !»^o-m I 



10136 \^tfCCoor^w)ifJ6'i&| 
I TOTAL I 



273 




I2:l6 FRIDAY, JULY 3, 1987 



cn 



ro 



^> 
•o a- 

(O & 

a> o 

3* 

CO 3 
(D 
O 3 
-#> c+ 

cr> C30 
I— » 



280 



I 



3> 
m 

•^4.-1 



AUSTIN INOHPENOEM SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF aeSEARCH AND SVALUATION 



SA-JF082 0601 
X 



TITLE VII FOLLOWUP - SAS DSN » FRYTITL7 
READ SGR DOWN LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES AND PASS OR FAIL 
THEN DO PROC TABULATES 

GROUP 2CH1 




12; 16 FRIDAY, JULY 3, 1987 



ro 
ro 



tii 
0) 



o 



a 



13 



— " t 

CO 



281 



282 



ERIC 



( 



3> 

»-» m 
»-» 2: 

00 o 

I— I 
X 

09 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION 



SA-JF082 0601 
X 



TITLE VII FOLLOWUP - SAS uiN » FRYTITL7 
REAO SGR OOWN LOAOEO TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES ANO PASS OR FAIL 
THEN 00 PP.OC TABULATES 

GROUP 3HISP 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

i 


1 

1— 


C A II OACC 




1 




1 

1— 


0 1 


I 


1 TOTAL 1 


1 


N iPERCENT 1 N 


(PERCENT 1 


N 1 


■COURSE 1 

ions 1 


1 i 

1 i 

II 20.01 


1 
1 

41 


1 




1 

80.01 


51 


11032 


1 


lOl 22.71 


" 341 


77.31 


44 1 


11042 

1 


1 


11 4.'^J 


2-1 


95.51 


221 


11049 

1 


1 


Hi 15. t| 


621 


64.91 


731 




p_.. 


21 50»a| 


'~2» - 


*5o;'oi " 


4l 


11132 


1 


II 6.31 


151 


93.61 


I6| 


12626 


1 


21 6.71 


211 


91.31 


23| 


12631 

1 


t 


II 6.31 


151 


93«6| 


161 


13222 

1 


1 


21 33.31 


41 
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PRUEBA DE LECTURA 
Purpose 

The Prueba de Lectura (PDL) is designed to measure level and speed of reading 
comprehension and vocabulary in Spanish. This test is administered to 
determine if Spanish-dominant students are making significant gains in Spanish 
Reading and to provide information to answer the following decision and 
evaluation questions. 

Decision Question Dl ; Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education 
(TBE) and Engl 1sh-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is 
or modified? 

Evaluation Question D1-9 ; What are the mean raw scores and 
one-year gains of Spamsh-dominant students in Spanish Reading 
(grades 2 and 4)? Compared to last year's group? 



Procedures 

A decision was made to test all grades (2-6) as in the past rather than just 
two and four to maintain the longitudinal data base* If Spanish TEAMS 
continues at grade 3, this decision may be revised in the future. Spanish- 
dominant LEP students in grades 2-6 were administered the PDL during the last 
week of March and the first week of April • All Spanish-dominant LEP students 
in grades 2-6 were administered the PDL {Level 2, Form B) except those absent 
on the days of test administration. This year we also tested eight first 
graders for the AIM High program. Their scores were not included in our 
results since we don't normally test first graders and local norms are not 
available for this group. 

During the first week of February, 1987, the principals were sent a memo 
telling them about the test, and informing them that they would be contacted 
to schedule the testing at their school (see Attachment C-1). Attached to the 
memo was a printout listing the students that would take the test. A space 
was provided in which teachers were asked to supply information as to whether 
or not any of these students received only English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) 
and no Spanish Reading instruction (see Attacnment C-2). The luit week in 
February, the principal or LPAC coordinator was contacted to scnedule the 
testing. They were asked to find a space large enough to accommodate the 
number of students being tested at their school* On March 9, 1987, the 
principal and LPAC coordinator were sent a memorandum reminding them of the 
scheduled time (see Attachment C-3). Throughout the scheduling process, 
principals and LPAC coordinators were asked to please inform the teachers of 
the students to be tested of the testing schedule. Last year there was a 
problem at a few schools with teachers not being informed of the testing until 
the day of testing. 
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Steps in Test Administration 

Four bilingual testers were hired to administer the PDL Spanish Reading exam. 
They were given training on how to administer the test and a list of the 
schools and time schedules for such. Testers were assigned two schools per 
day (at 8:30 and 10:30 a.m.)- A list of names of students to be tested along 
with gummed labels for each student to place on their test booklet was 
provided. The labels contained identification information — name, grade, ID 
number, name and number of the school, season, year, and the following test 
information: Prueba de Lectura, Level 2, Form B. The testers arrived at each 
school 15-30 minutes before the test in order to ensure that a testing room 
with sufficient chairs and tables was provided, and to assist in the rounding 
up of students (e.g., types of rooms). A tester and monitor were sent if 20 
or more students were being tested. On occasion, a monitor was not available 
or the space provided was not large enough, in these cases, the testers tested 
in two short sessions rather than one. 

Test directions were given to the students in Spanish. They ware told that 
the exam consisted of three parts (level of comprehension, speed of 
comprehension, and vocabulary) and, that they would not receive a school 
grade. Students were told the time limits; 10 minutes were allotted for the 
first part, 5 minutes for the second and 8 minutes for the third. 

At the end of the day, each tester was responsible for grading their own 
tests. Onca the tests were graded, they were passed on to one of the other 
testers for rechecking. This was done to avoid grading errors. Once all the 
grading was completed, the scores and other key information were keypunched by 
the Austin Independent School District Data Services (see Attachment C-4) and 
the results run by the District Priorities Data Analyst. 

After the testing, the principals of the schools tested were provided with a 
memo, handouts on interpreting test scores, and printouts by teacher of the 
students* percentile scores (see Attachment C-5). The principals were asked 
to give each teacher addressed a printout and an interpretation sheet. 
Teachers receiving the printouts were asked to share the results with any 
other teachers who provided oi lingual service to these students. 



Results 



Evaluation Question Dl-9 : What are the mean raw scores and one-year gains of 
Spanish-dominant students in Spanish Reading? Compared to last year's group? 



What do the scores mean? 



The scores reported are the raw scores on each subtest and the total raw 
score, which has a maximum of 110. Also reported is the percentile rank 
corresponding to the total raw score. The percentile norms were developed 
based on the scores of AISD Spanish dominant limited-English-proficient 
category A and B students in 1982-85, and so enabled comparison with other 
Spanish dominant LEP A and B students in the same grade. 
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For example, if a second grader achieves a percentile rank of 80, this means 
he or she scored better than S0% of those LEP A and B students tested in 
second grade in AISD between 1982-85. 

One note of caution is that AISD uses the same forms for grades 2-6. The test 
manual indicates that those in the higher elementary grades should really be 
tested with a higher level of the test. The test publisher indicated the 
lower level may be appropriate for A and B dominance students, but a change 
should be considered if practical. An important consideration in making this 
decision is that the higher level of test would take 18 more minutes to 
administer and would have 15 more questions. Two testers would be needed per 
school since different times and directions would be used. This would be both 
costly and time consuming. This year, two testers were sent only for group 
over 20. Had we used the higher level this year, 261 of the 603 students 
tested would have used the higher level. 

If we compare 11 students tested each year (e.g., all 1986 second graders to 
all 1987 seconi raders, etc.), we find small differences in the scores (see 
Figure C-1). 

e At grades 2, 3, 4, and 5, students scored slightly higher in 
1986-87 than in 1985-86. 

t At grade 6, they scored slightly lower in 1986-87 than in 1985-86. 
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Figure C-1. COMPARISON OF PDL SCORES BETWEEN SPRING, 1986 AND 
1987 BY GRADE LEVEL. 



As Figure C-2 below illustrates, comparison of the PDL performance of those 
students' tested in both 1986 and 1987 indicates consideraDle growth occurred 
at all grade levels. The most growth occurred for those students who moved 
from second to third grade (12.2 points). The least growth occurred for those 
moving from fifth to sixth grade (6.2 points). To some extent, this may 
reflect students "topping out" on this test at sIxtTTgTade (maximum scor.^ 110) 
or greater English instruction to A and B students at the upper elementary as 
opposed to the lower elementary grades. Some students labeled A and B may 
also have old test scores — their dominance may have actually changed. A 
similar pattern was evident last year. 
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Figure G-2. TRACKING BY GRADE OF SPANISH DOMINANT 
LEP STUDENTS FROM ONE GRADE LEVEL TO 
THE NEXT USING PDL SCORES. 
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Based on the information we got on whether the students being tested were 
getting only ESL instruction or Spanish Reading instruction, a comparison was 
made between the two groups. We found that: 

0 At grades 2, 3, and 6, the students taking Spanish Reading scored 
higher than those in ESL instruction only. 

d Surprisingly^ ESL students in grades 4 and 5 scored slightly higher 
than those taking Spanish Reading. 
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Figure C-3. COMPARISON OF PDL SCORES BETWEEN STUDENTS RECEIVING ESL 
INSTRUCTION ONLY AND THOSE RECEIVING SPANISH READING. 



A similar pattern was found two years ago. Given the small number of students 
given only ESL instruction, significance tests were not run. It is unlikely 
any differences would be statistically significant (none were 2 years ago). 



T he Construction of Local Worms 

Norms were constructed from Prueba de Lectura results for AISD Spanish- 
dominant students. The norm table is for those students who received Spanish 
Reading instruction. To obtain these norms, data from 1981 through 1985 were 
combined. To determine the percentile rank for each score within that grade 
level the raw score for each student was used along with the frequency of its 
occurrence within each grade level. The norm table is reported in Attachment 
C-6. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management Infonnation 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



February 20, 1987 



TO: 



Principals 

Belinda Olivarez Turner 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: Spanish Reading Test 



During the week of February 23, I will be contacting you to schedule the 
adi?inistration of the Prueba de Lectura (Spanish Reading Test) which will be 
gi\3n during the last two weeks in March (March 23 - April 3, 1987). The data 
collected will give teachers information on individual students and will meet 
LEP evaluation needs. 

The following points summarize this testing effort: 

1. Students to be tested are the Spanish-dominant (LEP A and B) students 
in grades 2-6. If you have low "C" students who you believe need to be 
tested because of their limited English ability, let us know ahead of 
time. Our test supply is limited. 

2. Enclosed is a list of the students at your school who are scheduled to 
be tested. Please route this list and a copy of this memo (attached) 
to your bilingual/ESL teachers with A and B students. 

3. We will schedule a testing time during the two-week period that is 
convenient to you. We will be at your school approximately two hours 
in the morning; but students will only be out of class one hour. 

4. Please make sure there is a testing area available. 

5. Please indicate if any of these students receive only English as a 
Second Language (ESL) (and no Spanish reading instruction). Record 
this information in the space provided on the enclosed list. The test 
administrator from ORE will pick up the list on the test day. Thus, 
this information needs to be collected prior to the day of testing. 

Please feel free to call me at 458-1227 if you have any questions about this 
procedure. 

BOTrlg 
Attachment 

cc: LPAC Coordinator 
Carmen Gamboa 
Maria Ramirez 
Bilingual Coordinators 
Bilingual/ESL teachers 



Approved 



Approved: 




Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
DepQrtjuent of MonQgement Infornation 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



March 9, 1987 



Principal and LPAC Coordinator 
Belinda Olivarez Turner*^ PX 



to: 
from: 

SUBJECT: Prueba de Lectura (Spanish Reading Test) 



This is to remind you that a tester from our office will be at your 

school on at a.m. to 

administer the Prueba de Lectura to LEP A ond B students in grades 2-6 

Please let the teachers involved know when we are coming. If you have 
any further questions » give me o call ot 456-1223 • 



BOT:lg 



APPROVED 



Assistant Director 
Management Inf orination 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCnOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Mttnagecient Inform-ation 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

April 13, 1987 



TO: LPAC Coordinators 

FROM: Belinda; OlivarQz Turner 

SUBJECT: Prueba de Lectura - Spanish Reading Test Results 



Thank you for your assistance with this year's scheduling and 
administration of the Prueba de Lectura ^Spanish reading test). 
Your help w^s greatly appreciated. 

Attached are printouts with scores to be given to those teachers 
whose names appear on the top of each printout. These teachers 
should also receive a copy of the sheet explaining the 
interpretation of the Prueba de Lectura scores (enclosed) . 

Labels with the scores from the Prueba de Lectura are provided. 
These are to be placed on each student's LEP Data Measurenont 
Card. 

If you have any questions please feel free to call me 458-1227. 

BOTrlg 
Attachment 

cc: Principals 
Oscar Cantu 
Carmen Gamboa 



APPROVED 



: -^^^^^^^ 

Execu>:.ive DxrectcJr 

Department of Management Information 



approved: 




Assistant Superintendent of Elan^/ntary Education 
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Attachment C-5 

86.22 INTERPRETATION OF PRUEBA DE LECTURA SCORES ^^^^^ ^ °^ 

What is the Prueba de Lectura? 

The Prueba de Lectura is a set of Spanish reading tests. Level 2, which is 
administered in grades 2-6, consists of three subtests: Level of 
Comprehension, Speed of Comprehension, and Vocabulary. The sum of the 
scores on the three subtests is the Total Reading score. 

The tests are multiple choice. General directions are read to the students 
but all items are administered in written form. In the Level of 
Comprehension and Speed of Comprehension tests, the child chooses a drawing 
which best matches a phrase, sentence, or paragraph. In the Vocabulary 
test, the child chooses a word suggested by a drawing. The Level of 
Comprehension test and Vocabulary test each has 40 items, while the Speed of 
Comprehension test has 30, for a total of 110 items. 

Why is it given? 

The Prueba de Lectura provides a measure of grade 2-6 Spanish-dominant 
students* reading achievement in Spanish. Principals, teachers, and 
bilingual coordinators are given this information. In addition, summaries 
of districtwide performance are prepared. 

What do the scores mean? 

The scores reported are the raw scores on each subtest and the total raw 
score, which has a maximum of 110. Also reported is the percentile rank 
corresponding to the total raw score. The percentile norms were developed 
based on the scores of AISD Spanish dominant Limited English Proficient 
category A and B students in 1982-85, and so enable comparison with other 
Spanish dominant LEP A and B students in the same grade. 

For example, if a second grader achieves a percentile rank of 80, this means 
he or she scored better than 80% of those LEP A and B students tested in 
second grade between 1982-85. 



APPENDIX C 
11 



At'^Ttr^ iNDPPPNOENr SCHOOL OISTRICF • OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUAflON 
ALSTIN ^'^OEPENOENF^SUH^^^^ ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

CCNFIOENTIAL INFORMATION - FOR AISO PROFESSIONAL USE CNLY 



SChCOL : 

TfeAChER : ^S^HSKSSB^^^^^ab^^i^ 

PLEASE SHARE THESi: RESULTS .ITH GTHEH TEACHERS WHO HAV PRCVICE BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION TO THESE STOOEnTS. 



ID 



NAHb 




GRADE 


LEVEL 


SPEED 


VCCAdULAKt 


TnrAi Rik 


2 


12 


7 


24 


42 


Z 


22 


6 


-.36 


64 


2 


13 


6 


32 


51 


2 


22 


6 


32 


" 6C 


2 


22 


6 


7 


^35 . 


2 


20 


7 


32 


59 


2 


19 


10 


29 


56 


2 


16 


8 ^ 


.30 _ 


54 



CO 



PERCENTILE 
(LOCAL NORMl 



31 

36. 

47 

74" 

2L 



72 
'69 
57 



o 

l-H 

o 



300 



301 




86.22 



Attachment C-6 
(Page 1 of 2) 



PRUEBA OE LECTURA 

Local Also norm Table (June 1985) 
Students with Spanisn Reading instruction 
Percentile Rank to Humber - Correct Score 
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Transfer File 



Purpose 

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following 
decision and evaluation questions. 

Decision Question D2 : Should staffing oe changed or increased to better 
meet the needs of LEP students? 

Evaluation Question D2-8 : How many students had to be transferred 
to receive blllngual/ESL service? By school (sending and receiving)? 
Where are the gaps in coverage (by grade, school)? Are there ways 
to improve the way teacher and student transfers are handled? 



Procedure 

Transfer Numbers 

The District Priorities data analyst worked with the person in the Department 
of Student Records and Reports for the District who is in charge of tne 
District's transfer file and produced a list of the bilingual transfers as of 
February by: 

e Requested school - school that the student is requesting to attend, 
e Sending school - school that the student is transferring from, and 
0 Receiving school - school that the student transferred to. 

A second count was done at the end of the year in which bilingual transfers 
were calculated by grade and language group. The intent was to see wnat group 
and what grade level had the most transfers. 

Gaps in Coverage 

Gaps in coverage of bilingual instruction were looked at in several different 
ways: 

• How many pre-K through 6 schools had LEP students at the different 
grade levels, but no teacher to serve them? 

• How many schools did not have a bilingual, ESL, or ESL-Austin teacher 
at the different grade levels, regardless of whether they had LEP 
students or not? 

• Which schools had a bilingually endorsed teacher at every grade served? 

The data analyst generated a printout in March, 1987 which listed active LEP 
students by dominance, parent denials, and transfers. It also included the 
number of bilingual, ESL, or ESL-Austin endorsed teachers by school. 
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The number of bilingual student transfers and gaps in service provide some 
valuable information for this year; however, they also provide data that can 
be compared to bilingual service next year under the new boundary plan. 



Results 



Evaluation Question D2-8 ; How many students had to be transferred to receive 
bilingual/ESL service? By school (sending and receiving)? Where are the gaps 
in coverage (by grade, school)? Are there ways to improve the way teacher and 
student transfers are handled? 

Bilingual Transfers 

As of February, 1987, there had been 349 transfers for the purpose of 
receiving bilingual/ESL service (see Attachment D-1). 

The schools receiving the most transfers were: 



Murchison 111 Travis 22 

Wooten 35 Webb 13 

Walnut Creek 30 Sanchez 12 

Metz 23 

The schools which had the most students transfer out because they couldn't 
provide service were: 

Fulmore 26 Pearce 12 

Bryker Woods 19 Martin 12 

Wooten 18 Kealing 10 

0. Henry 18 Lamar 10 

Wooldridge 15 Campbell 10 

Oak Springs 14 Reilly 10 

Harris 13 



When the calculation of transfer numbers was done again at the end of the 
year, the number had decreased from 349 to 274. An intermediate count was 
done in March which was 307. Some reasons for the decrease occurring is that 
a transfer is cancelled if a student leaves the District or if a student moves 
to the area of the school he/she is attending. Attachment D-2 shows the end 
of the year transfer numbers, along with the transfer counts by grade and 
language group. 

The largest number of transfers occurred at grades 7 and 8 for Hispanic LEP 
students. Most of the transfers were to Murchison Junior High for the purpose 
of receiving bilingual education. 

A comparison of this year's number of transfers to next year's will be done to 
see how much of an Impact the new boundary assignments will have on transfers. 



APPENDIX D 

3 306 



86,22 



Gaps in Coverage 

We looked at gaps in service in several ways. The major reason that bilingual 
transfers occur is that there is no bilingual service available to LEP students. 

How many pre-K-6 schools had LEP students at the different grade levels but no 
teacher to serve th^? 

Figure D-1 
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The number of pre-K to six schools which had LEP students this year at any time 

but no bilingual or ESL teacher to serve them at their grade level was checked by 

grade in March, Students had the option to be transferred to another school or 
decline the service. It was found that: 



• There were 29 cases in which there were LEP students and no one to 
serve them at that particular grade. 

9 The number of cases ranged from two at grade 2 to five at pre-K. 

0 In order to receive bilingual or ESL service, 183 students were 
transferred. 

Transfers at the secondary level were also checked. At the junior high level, 
there were 91 bilingual transfers (mostly to Murchison for the TBE program). 
At the senior high level, 33 students were transferred (mostly to Travis). 
Transfer numbers are slightly lower than in February. A possible reason is 
that some students had already left the district. 

How many schools did not have a bilingual, ESL, or ESL-Austin teacher at the 
different grade levels, regardless of whether they had LEP students or not? 



Figure D-2 
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• There were 44 cases in which there were no bilingually or ESL or 

ESL-Austin endorsed teacher available to serve LEP students if needed, 

§ At each individual grade level (pre-K to 6), the number of cases 
ranged from three to IZ. 

0 Except at pre-K, the percentage of cases with no bilingual or ESL 

teacher at a grade ranged frond 6-14% and was higher at the intermediate 
than primary grades. 

How many elasentary schools were fully staffed with a bilingual teacher at 
every grade level. 

In 1986-87, there were 17 schools that were fully staffed at every grade 
level served. These schools included: 



It is important to look at the staffing of schools for the purpose of 
providing bilingual instruction so that we can compare this year's staffing 
to next year's. With the new boundary assignments, plans for next year are 
to have the 16 priority schools fully staffed to provide oilingual service 
and have some designated cluster centers around the city where LEP students 
can transfer if their home school cannot provide *,hem with service. See 
Attachment D-4 for complete information. 

Ways To Improve Transfers of Students and Teachers 

On the spring District survey, elementary administrators were asked to 
describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to other campuses 
rather than ways to improve the transfer process. 

The problem mentioned most often is that there are schools not willing to 
develop a program to accommodate these students so the burden falls on those 
who do. For a complete list of comments, see Attachment D-3. 

Administrators were not asked about problems with transfers of teachers. 

However, based on Personnel and central bilingual staff reports some of tne 
problems with teacher transfers are that: 

• There may not be a teaching slot for teachers in schools where 
they are needed, or 

e Often teachers* preferences for where they want to teach is 
often not where the need is. 



Allan 

Allison 

Becker 

Blanton 

Brooke 

Cunningham 

Dawson 

Govalle 

Houston 



Langford 
Linder 
Metz 
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Pecan Sprinjs 
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Webb 
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Attachment D-3 

Administrators 

Please describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to 
other campuses. 

- Transfer of problem students on the basis that they are LEP when 
the students could remain on their home campus with no problem. 

- Travis has the greatest number and other campuses don't give time 
to develop a program. Help LEP students find home. 

- Other principals do not want to accept these students. 

- Finding a campus willing and able to take them. 

- Some LEP students do move from school to school and just take the 
green card to the next school. Information on this card is 
inadequate; more information is needed for proper initial 
placement. 

- Paperwork of transfer 

- The biggest problem would be adjusting to the new campus, 
teachers, and making new friends. 

- Conflicting instructions, much unnecessary paperwork, incorrect 
ORE reports 

- Finding a school with available space. Getting parents to see the 
transfer would be a sound decision. 

- Not every carnpus has bilingual and/or ESL teachers. 

- Special evening orientation session for students and parents with 
counselors and administrators. Orientation for students prior to 
coming to Crockett 

- Lunch and tour with PAL student 

- Schedule prior to coming to Crockett 

- Counseling 



ERLC 



25 



APPENDIX D 
14 



86.22 



Attachment D-3 



Administrators 

Please describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to 
other campuses. 

- Transfer of problem students on the basis that they are LEP when 
the students could remain on their home campus with no problein. 

- Travis has the greatest number and other campuses don't give time 
to develop a program. Help LEP students find home. 

- Other principals do not want to accept these students* 

- Finding a campus willing and able to take them. 

- Some LEP students do move from school to school and just take the 
green card to the next school. Information on this card is 
inadequate; more information is needed for proper initial 
placement. 

- Paperwork of transfer 

- The biggest problem would be adjusting to the new campus, 
teachers* and making new friends. 

- Conflicting instructions, much unnecessary paperwork, incorrect 
ORE reports 

- Finding a school with available space. Getting parents to see the 
transfer would be a sound decision. 

- Not every campus has bilingual and/or ESL teachers. 

- Special evening orientation session for students and parents with 
counselors and administrators. Orientation for students prior to 
coming to Crockett 

- Lunch and tour with PAL student 

- Schedule prior to coming to Crockett 

- Counseling 
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Attachment D-4 
(Page 1 of 4) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Division of Elementary Education 
Department of Managements School Services 
and Special Programs 



June 22, 1987 



TO: 



Perry Jackson, Wray Plique, Derly Rivera 
La Vonne Rogers 

Staffing for Elementary Bilingual Centers 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: 



All of the recommendations contained in the attached Cabinet Agenda Item were 
approved by the Superintendent's Cabinet on Monday, June 22. 

Please refer to the next to the last page for a complete listing of the K-5 
and Sixth Grade Bilingual Centers for Hispanic LEP Students. Each of these 
schools needs to be staffed appropriately. 

Allan, Brown and Zilker will each need a bilingual Sixth Grade teacher added 
to its staff. 

The Vietnamese Bilingual Centers will be located at Wooten: PreK-2 and at 
Walnut Creek: 3-5. Vietnamese sixth graders needing bilingual instruction 
will be assigned to Dobie Junior High. A Vietnamese teacher from Walnut Creek 
will need to be transferred to Dobie Junior High. 

Thank you for your help. 



, xc: James Gandy, Student Records and Reports 

Melvin Chambers, Student Records and Reports 

Kay Chalman, Transportation 

Mary Tobolka, Warehouse 

Supervising Principals 

Bilingual Coordinators 

Maria Ramirez 

Ann Cunningham 

Nancy Schuyler y 

Belinda Turner*^ 

Attachment 
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Attachment D-4 
(Page 2 of 4) 



SUBJECT: Bilingual Centers to Serve the Hispanic LEP Students K-6 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The new boundaries and Student Assignment Plan adopted by 
the Board on April 13, 1987, require the reassignment of 
large numbers of teachers and students. The initial 
staffing report by the Department of Personnel dated May 14, 
1987, reveals serious discrepancies between the placement of 
blllngually endorsed teachers and limited English proficient 
(LEP) students. Pre K-5. Since the Departments of Secondary 
Education and Elementary Education have reconmended that 
monolingual, and dominant Spanish speaking Sixth Grade LEP 
students remain in the elementary division, bilingual! 
staffing needs for them have to be considered as well. The 
match between blllngually endorsed teachers and LEP students 
Is necessary for compliance with the state mandated program 
for Bilingual Education. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONSIDERATIONS . 

The new Student Assignment Plan for 1987-88 moved Fifth 
Grade students from the Brooke, Zavala, Govalle, Allan and 
Ortega attendance areas Into a middle school. Twenty-two 
current Fifth Grade students In these schools will require a 
dual language Insvructlonal program for the 1987-88 academic 
year. The breakdown Is as follows: 



The total number of students constitutes the number of 
students In a whole teaching unit. 

Students from the Becker, Cunningham, Dawson, Linder and 
Odom attendance areas were also assigned to middle schools 
for Sixth Grade. Twenty current Fifth Grade students from 
these attendance areas will require a dual language 
Instructional program. The breakdown Is as follows: 



Brook? 

Zavala 

Govalle 

Allan 

Ortega 



6 students'. 
6 students 

3 students 

4 students 
3 students 



Becker 6 students 

Cunningham 2 students 

Dawson 6 students 

Linder , 2 students 

Odom ' 5 students 



The total number of students constitutes approximately a 
whole teaching unit. 



Marti ne22/b1 1 1 ngua/Ki m 
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Attachment D-4 
(Page 3 of 4) 



Students from Bryker Woods, Barrington, Walnut Creek, 
Wooldridge, Wooten, Brown, Andrews, Blanton, Harris and 
Rellly attendance areas were also assigned to nriddle schools 
for Sixth Grade. Twenty current Fifth Grade studPits from 
these attendance areas will require a dual language 
instructional program. The breakdown is as follows: 



♦Bryker Woods 


1 


student 


Barrington 


1 


student 


Walnut Creek 


1 


student 


Wooldridge 


1 


student 


Wooten 


2 


students 


Brown 


6 


students 


Andrews 


3 


students 


*Blanton 


■« 


student 


Harris 


I 


student 


Rellly 


3 


students 



bryker Woods and Blanton are the only IC-6 schools in this 
area. 

The .tot^.l number of students constitutes approximately a 
whole teaching unit. ■ 

The distribution of LEP students in grades K-5 throughout 
the district is different with the Student Assignment Plan. 
Several elenentary schools are not staffed appropriately and 
do not have vacancies to hire bilingual teachers to provide 
the needed instructional -program. 

In an effort to match LEP students in need of dusl language 
instruction \}ith bilingually certified teachers it is 
necessary to identify schools to serve as Bilingual Centers 
by geographic areas. Thes« Bilingual Centers would absorb 
students at various grade levels and minimize the distance ^ 
of bus rides. Each geographic area of the city would have ' 
at least one Bilingual Center. 



Northwest Araa 

Pillow " " PreK-3 

Brown PreK-5 
Barrington K-5 

Northi^gfc- Area 
Blanton K-6 

Andrews PreK-S 

Harris PreK-5 

Pecan Springs PreK-5 
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Southwest Ar ea (Page 4 of 4) 

ziiKer K-6 

Southeast Area 
Langford PreK-5 

East Area 
Allan PreK-5 

RECOMMENDATIONS ARE AS FOLLOWS : 

1, Allan will be designated as a Special Program Campus to 
serve monolingual and dominant Spanish speaking • \ 

\ .students who are assigned to middle schools. Allan has 

I/? the classroom space to accommodate the classroom, 

Allan is within walking di-stance of four of the five 
attendance areas (Zavala, Govalle, Ortega and AllanK 
Minimal transportation services are required. The 
principal is receptive to, this program, A bilingual 
sixth grade teacher will need to be assigned to Allan, 

2, Zilker will be designated as a Bilingual Center to 
serve monolingual and dominant Spanish speaking 
students who are assigned to middle schools. 
Transportation will be provided; "A bi Lingual sixth 
grade teacher will need to be assigned to Zilker and 
space is available. The principal is supportive of 
this program. 

3, Brown will be designated as a Special Program Campus to 
serve monolingual and Spanish speaking students 
assigned to middle schools. Classroom space is 
available. Transportation will be provided to students 
from the northwest and northeast areas of Austin, A 
bilingual sixth grade teacher needs to be assigned to 
Brov/n. 

4, The following schools are recommended as Bilingual 
Centers to serve monolingual and dominant Spanish 
speaking students io areas designated, - 

, The Northwest Area would be served by Pillow, Brown 

and Barrington. 
. The Northeast Area would be served by Blanton, 

Andrews, Harris and Pecan Springs, 
, The Southwest Area would be served by Zilker, 
, The Southeast Area would be served by Langford, 
, The East area would be served by Allan, 
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TEAMS 



Purpose 

The Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) is administered to 
children in grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11. This is a criterion-referenced test 
designed to measure minimum basic skills in the areas of mathematics, reading, 
and writing. 

The results of the test provide information to answer the following decision 
and evaluation questions. 

Decision Question Dl : Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education 
(TBE; and tngllsh-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is 
or modified? 



Evaluation Question Dl-10 : What percentage of AISD LEP students 
were tested in English and Spanish by grade? What are tne LtP 
mastery rates by school? What percentage of AISD LEP students 
tested in English master the TEAMS? Compared to AISD Hispanics 
overall? Compared to the State average for LEP students? Compared 
to other urban districts? Are LEP students farther from the State • 
LEP average than are AISO students from the State average? 

Evaluation Question 01 -11 : What percentage of AISD LEP first and 
third graders tested in Spanish master the TEAMS? Compared to the 
State? Compared to urban districts? 

Decision Question D3 : Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction 
in tneir native language? 

Evaluation Question D 3-2: Does the achievement of first- and 
third-graae LEP studenrEs vary significantly based on the number of 
LEP students in the classroom ( 1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How much 
Spanish is used in each setting? 



Procedure 

The Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) is a statewide 
minimum competency test. In the past, only an Englisn TEAMS was available and 
there was no exemption for LEP students from grade 3 on. This year, 
Spanish-speaking LEP students at grades 1 and 3 could be tested in English or 
Spanish; other first and third grade LEP students had the option of an 
exemption from the test. All LEP students at grades 5, 7, and 9 could also be 
exempted from the testing. Exemptions can be taken only the first time LEP 
students ani tested from 1987 on. Special Education LEP students can also be 
exempted based on Special Education guidelines. The Language Proficiency 
Assessment Committees (LPACs) at each campus decided students' LEP status. 
Generally, however, students dominant or monolingual in another language or 
balanced but limited in English and another language took the Spanish TEAMS or 
an exemption. Because this is the first year for the new guidelines, 
^ comparisons to last year will not be made. 
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TEAMS scores for this year and last are difficult to compare because of the 
new Spanish TEAMS at grades 1 and 3 and the exemptions available at grades 
1, 3, 5, 7, and 9, The LEP populations tested were, therefore, quite 
different in 1987 versus 1986. Also, the percentage of LEP students tested 
this year at grades 5, 7, and 9 is fairly small and, therefore, not 
representative of the total population. 

Test guidelines are set by the State. ORE's Systemwide Testing staff 
coordinates testing efforts within AISD. Some essential facts are listed 
here. The Systemwide Testing Evaluation Technical Report (ORE Pud. 86.51) 
provides more details. 

English vs. Spanish vs. Exemption 

By law. Language Proficiency Assessment Committees (LPAC's) at each school 
made final decisions about which LEP students would be tested in English or 
Spanish or exempted. In consultation with the oilingual instructional 
staff, ORE testing and bilingual evaluation staff developed procedures to 
guide this decisionmaking (see Attachment E-1). Printouts of students' 
suggested test status were sent to the school for verification. Basically, 
LEP students with dominances of A and B were most likely to be tested in 
English or Spanish or exempted. 

TEAMS Mastery 

TEAMS scores are reported ^n several ways. Indivianal students must answer 
at least three of four items correctly to "master" an objective. Mastery of 
each test is established independently. In some cases, students must master 
more than 75% of the items correctly to demonstrate mastery of the test. 
Raw scores for mastery correspond to a scaled score of 700 (a perfect score 
is 999). 

Data Collection 

ORE'S testing staff collects all TEAMS information as it is summarized by 
the State. A wide variety of information was needed for special summaries 
on LEP students. A list is shown in Attachment E-2. Dates the information 
was available varied (most were in May and June). AISD results were 
available sooner than State rates. Joint Urban Evaluation Council (JUEC) 
members were called for information on their LEP students' performance; most 
responded. 

The scaled score gap between the performance of all bilingual/ESL students 
and low income non-bilingual ESL students was examined for AISD and the 
State overall by grade. TEA was considering this approach and supplied ORE 
with scaled scores for Texas overall and selected districts. The District 
Priorities' programmer ran the same numbers for AISD (see program in 
Attachment E-3). 

Mastery percentages for grades 1-9 were pulled from official report figures 
from TEA. These were verified to assure correctness. 
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Exit-level TEAMS mastery was hand-countwd from computer printouts of LEP 
students' performance • Computer printouts listing the mastery status of 
individual LEP studeni'.s were run through Program TM-SASTM0705 in late May and 
June after the data tape received from TEA was "cleaned up." Duplicate 
records were removed in this process and only students active at year's end 
were included. These counts therefore do not match summaries sent by TEA 
earlier. Program TM-SASTM A07 01 was also run to determine mastery on the 
exit-level TEAJ1S by school for Title VII evaluation purposes. 



Results 

English TEAMS 1986-87 (Evaluation Question Dl-10) 

Grades 1-9 . Complete results as received from TEA are shown in Attachment 
E-4. Results are illustrated graphically in Figure E-1. The percentage of 
AISD LEP students tested in English this year was: 





February 


Tested 




Grade 


Enrollment 


Number 


Percent 


1 


560 


216 


Z9% 


3 


327 


128 


39% 


5 


272 


158 


58% 


7 


274 


141 


51% 


9 


192 


77 


40% 



AISD LEP students tested in English show: 

0 Lower mastery percentages than for AISD non-LE? students and Hispanic 
students. Differences are greatest in reading. 

0 The highest mastery percentages at grade 1 in all areas; mastery 
percentages are lae^st at grade 5 in mathematics and grade 9 in 
reading and writing. 

0 By subject, mastery rates are highest in mathematics (54% to 76%) 
generally followed hy reading (30 to 55%) followed by writing (16% 
to 74%). Grade 1 mastery is higher in writing than in reading. 

0 Also LEP students shoi^ed higher mastery than State LEP students in 
5 of 12 comparisons (42%) at grades 3, 5, 7 and 9. (Grade 1 results 
for the State are not yet available.) Grade 3 mastery for LEP 
students .in AISD exceeded that of LEP students in the State in all 
areas; grade 7 mastery was lower in all areas. The distance was 
greatest from the State LEP average in mathematics at grade 5 and 
reading and writing at grade 9. Mastery for AISD students overall 
does not exceed that of the State in any of these same comparisons. 
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Particular asphasis must continue to be placed on LEP students* mastery of the 
TEAMS. Because the TEAMS focuses on minimum basic skills, low-achieving LEP 
students should be targeted for additional help In areas of need. There Is 
some evidence that emphasis on TEAMS for LEP students has had an Impact on 
ITBS/TAP scores as well (see one-year follow-up). 

Based on distrlctwide survey results, most teachers at grades 1, 3, and 5 
appear to use TEAMS-style items on their own tests at least three times a 
year. Use of TEAMS practice materials In English and Spanish was also noted 
but by fewer teachers. 

Scaled Score Gaps 1985-86 

One way to gauge the success of programs for LEP students Is to compare the 
performance of all blllngual/ESL students with that of non-blllngual/ESL 
low-Income students across grades. Because most blllngual/ESL students are 
low Income, this comparison basically measures the success of the bilingual 
and ESL programs In teaching LEP students English for academic purposes. In a 
successful program, the gap between the performance of tne two groups would 
close across grades. This estimate of success Is rough In that two factors 
work against finding a smaller gap across grades: 

0 New entries at the higher grades (the percentage jf AISD LEP students 

who were new in 1985-86 was 26-30% at grades 5, 7, and 9), 
0 Exit of students successful in terms of achievement at the upper grades. 



The gap between bilingual /ESL and non-LEP low-income students in AISD and the 
State overall is shown below in Figure E-2. 'TEAMS scores for 1985-86 were 
used because all LEP students were tested at tnese grades — no exemptions 
were allowed. 

FIGURE E-2 

TEAMS SCALED SCORES (AVERAGES ACROSS AREAS) 1985-86 



AISD 



Grade 


All Bilingual 


Low Income 


Gap 




/ESL 


Non-Bilingual /ESL 


(Difference) 


3 


642 


722 


-80 


5 


653 


726 


-73 


7 


653 


721 


-68 


9 


642 


705 


-63 


STATE 


3 


661 


729 


-68 


5 


669 


740 


-71 


7 


658 


735 


-77 


9 


645 . 


726 


-81 
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As this chart illustrates, the gap tends to close in AISD between grades 3 and 
5» 5 and 7, and 7 and 9. These results are positive, especially given AISO^s 
fairly high number of new entries in the upper grades^ AISD's results also 
coinpare favorably to those of the' State, where the gap widens across grades. 
Based on this data, AISD programs for LEP students appear more successful than 
is average for the State. 

Exit-Level TEAMS 

The exit-level TEAMS is a high-stakes test—students are required to pass both 
the mathematics and language arts sections to earn a diploma. Statewide, the 
percentage of LEP students able to pass tne exit-level test is lower than for 
other identified groups. Students first take the test in OctoDer of grade 
11. Tnose who fail to master one or botn areas, plus anyone new to Texas, is 
tested subsequently. Students have three additional chances to show mastery 
(May of grade 11, and October and May of grade 12). 

The percentage of AISD LEP students able to show mastery of the exit-level 
TEAMS in October and May of 1986-87 is ohown below. These figures will not 
match the TEA report sent at tne beginning of May (see Attachment E-5) because 
they were run later off AISD*s tape— ouplicate records and students not active 
at year's end are ther^^fore excluded. 



FIGURE E-3 
cj;:T-LEVEL TEAMS MASTERY--1986-87 





October, ly86 






May, 198/ 








Grade 






Grade 






n 


12 Total 


11 


12 


Total 


U'-^<*-;dige Arts 






LtP AiiD Tested 


27* 


13 






6 


31 


N Passing 


9 


8 


17 


6 


z- 


8 


% Mastering 


33%- 


62% 


44% 


24% 


33% 


26% 


State LEP % Mastering 




N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


' N/A 


N/A 


All AISD % Mastering 


90% 


83% 


N/A 


65% 


79% 


N/A 


Rsohematics 






LEP AISD Tested 


27 


lu 


37 


14 




16 


N Passing 


21 


9 


30 


11 


2 


13 


% Mastering 


78% 


90% 


81% 


79% 


100% 


81% 


State LEP % Mastering 


67% 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


All AISD % Mastering 


93% 


82% 


N/A 


82% 


86% 


N/A 



NA = Nojt Available * Correction from 26 to 27 made after final 

report was issued. 
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Results revealed that: 

o AISD LEP mastery percentages were higher In mathematics than In 
language arts. 

o AISD's LEP October passing rates for 11th graders were higher than 
the State's in mathematics but lower than the State's in language 
arts. The mastery rate for all eleventh graders In AlSb tested was 
higher than the State's In both comparisons. 

0 AISD LEP twelfth graders showed higher mastery percentages than 
eleventh graders. 

o Only three LEP students tested in May failed the mathematics section 
—none were twelfth graders. 

o In language arts, four LEP twelftn graders failed the TEAMS and were 
denied diplomas— two were Spanish Title VII students and two were 
Oriental. All but one had only entered AISD this year; the two 
Spanish speakers reportedly plan to return to AISD next fall. 



In AISD overall, 17 students met all graduation requirements but failed to 
pass tne TEAMS andj therefore, were denied a diploma. In addition to the four 
LEP students mentioned above, three students were LEP but had denied ESL 
service. LEP high school students can be caught in a graduation bind. ESL 
can only earn graduation credit as English two years; students often deny the 
service after this point in order to "make room" for courses that count 
towards graduation in their schedule. This may have happened in two of these 
three cases. The problem is that, if these students do not have sufficient 
English skills to pass the TEAMS, ESL may have helped thc/n more than other 
English classes. A change in State policy regarding ESL graduation credit 
might help this situation. . 

JUEC Results 

Mastery percentages were supplied for most grade levels by large urban 
districts in the Joint Urban Evaluation Council (JUEC). Some were received 
after the final report was Issued. Englisn results for grades l-U are shown 
in Attachment E-6, along with context information on the nature of LEP 
populations in the districts collected in 1985-86. 

Spanish TEAMS (Evaluation Question Dl-11) 

The Spanish TEAMS was first given this year (at grades 1 and 3 only). The 
English and Spanish tests are different so results cannot be compared 
directly. However, skills covered are similar to those on the English TEAMS; 
some items are translations. One important difference is that no writing 
sample is included on the Spanish TEAMS; one extra objective measured by 
multiple-choice items is included. Results as received from TEA are shown in 
Attachment E-7. Available JUEC results are shown in Attachment E-8. The 
results (shown in Figure E-4) are quite positive. 
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Students tested kith the Spanish TEAMS: 

0 Show high mastery percentages {86%^96%). 

0 Exceed third grade mastery pe)rt:entages for the State In all Vtiree 
areas. In addition, AISD students exceed third grade mastery for the 
eight largest urban districts In Texas (Big 8} In mathematics and 
reading (but not writing). In addition, AISD students exceed third 
grad2 mastery for the eight largest urban districts in Texas (Big 8) 
in mathematics and reading (but not writing). 



Caution must be taken in comparing AISD to other districts in the State oecause 
of possible differences in LEP populations served and exemption decisions. 

Evaluation Question D3-2 

We were unable to address the question of whether LEP student achievement 
varied according to the number of LEP students in the calssroom. Information 
on the number of LEP students per clasr. was to come from teacher survey 
results. A miscommunication led to an insufficient sample size. An analysis 
was therefore not feasible. 
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Attachment E-1 
(Page 1 of 2) 



Title 15 Part H Assessment Chapter 101 

Texas Administrative p ^ g 

ouItJl'"""'' 3^-^-o-^ '01. i T£C z^.sss- 

I f (g) (Students in grade 1 and grade 3 who have been identified as limited 

* \ )English proficient by the language proficiency assessment committee and 
^"^ft whose native language is Spanish will be administered either the Texas 
^rrovM Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test or the Spanish version of 

Lthc Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test. The language 

proficiency assessment committee will determine whether the student shall 
be tested in English or in Spanish. 

(h) Limited English proficient students at grades 1 or 2 whose native 
language is not Spanish may receive a one-time exemption from the Texas 
Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test and will participate in the 
assessment during i;ubsequent administrations. 

(1) Students at grades 5, 7, and 9 who have been identified as limited 
English proficient by the language proficiency assessment committee may 
receive a one-time exemption from the Texas Educational Assessment of 
Minimum Skills test if the language proficiency assessment committed has 
determined that the student has noc demonstrated sufficient proficiency 
in the English language to participate in the assessment. 



A student may take a Spanish language version of the Texas Educational 
Assessment of Minimum Skills one time only (applicable to grade 1 or 
grade 3) or may receive an exemption from the English language version of 
the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills one time only. 



(k) Districts shall make every reasonable effort to ensure that all non- 
exempt students are tested. 

(h) The superintendent or chief administrative officer in each school 
district shall report to the commissioner of education the number of 
exempt and non-exempt students who were not tested and shall certify that 
the exemptions were granted in accordance with the Texas Education Code, 
§21.555, and this section. 



§101.4 Securltv and Confidentiality . 

Statutory Citation 

Texas Education Code §21.556: 



"(a) In adopting basic skills assassment instruments and achievement tests 
pursuant to this subchapter, the State Board of Education and/or a local 
school district shall insure the security of the instruments and tests in 
their preparation, administration, and grading. Meetings or portions of 
meetings held by the State Board of Education and/or a local school 
district at which individual assessment instruments, assessment 
instrument Items, or achievement tests are discussed or adopted are not 
open to the public under Chapter 271, Acts of the 60th Legislature, 
Regular Session, 1967, as amended (Article 6252-17, Vernon's Texas Civil 
Statutes), and the assessment instruments, items, and tests are 
confidential." 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHDDL DISTRICT 

LEP STUDENTS HHD HAY TAKE THE TEArs SPRING* 1988 



OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION 
DATE OF PRINTINGS il/lB/ei 
PAGE i SU«Tj4EXH«0l«01 



ln\5^c°fT'?iLSH°S Jlf? nI^?^^JuJ2 JM"^^° SPANISH CAT GRADES I AND 31 OR EXEMPTED FROM THE TEAMS THE FIRST TIME THEY 
. 2o JSiJcStc" !^c°cTil?if"2I ON. I THEREAFTER. LEP STUDENTS ^UST BE TESTED IN ENGLISH. THE LPAC IS TO DECIDE THE TEST STATUS OF 
™c ?r.r^wnc; ol^f STUDENTS IS FIRST REVIEMEO SY THE ARD WHO MAY EXEMPT THEM* IF NOT ARO EXEMPT. 

THE LPAC MUST DECIDE THEIR STATUS BASED ON THE SAME RULES THAT APPLY TO OTHER LjEP STUDENTS* TEA GUIDELINES INDICATE* 

• ^* STUOENIS MiTH A HOME LANGUAGE OF SPANISH MUSI BE TESTED IN ENGLISH OR SPANISH* LEP STUDENTS 

WITH OTHER HOME LANGUAGES HAY BE EXEMPTED ONE. TIME ONLY :>iu«twi:» 

. AT GRADES 5. 7. ANO 9. LEP STUDENTS MAY 8E EXEMPTED ONE TIME ONLY 



00 

ro 
ro 



P ^^^^ OEClSIOr^MAKING PROCESS EASIER, SUGGESTED TEST STATUSES HERE DEVELUPEO 3ASE0 ON LEP OQMiNANCE AND ARE ATTACHED 

FOR YOUR REVIEM. THE GUIDELINES THAT WE USED WERE AS FGLLDWSS u^niw-wiuc unu akc AiiALllKU 

I£AJ!2 SZAIUS 



> 

m 
oo 

I— « 
X 

m 



1 GRADE 


1 DOMINANCE 

1 

• 


1 
1 
1 


HOME LANGUAGE | 
SPANISH OTHER 1 


It 3 


|A« B« LOW C 

lie WITH EN6 PAL < 411 


1 
1 
• 


SPANISH EXEMPT | 
*INa EJlEmiON AVAILABLEI* | 




IHIGH C CC HITH PAL DF > 40 
ICR lOEAl, Dt E 

- 1 - 


1 

\ 
1 


ENGLISH ENGLISH I 


5 


lAt B« LOW C 
• 


1 
1 


EXEMPT EXEMPT 




IHIGH C« Ot E 
» 


1 

...... _J. 


ENGLISH ENGLISH 


It 3« 5 


{SPECIAL EDUCATION 
1 


1 
I 


&R0 EXEMPT OR SAME RULES AS ABDtfE 
,. 1 



STATUSES LISTED BELOW feRE ONLY SUGGESTED* LPACS CAN CHANGE ANY STATUS EXCEPT -ARO EXEMPT." IF LEP STUDENTS HAVE INSUFFICIENT SKILLS 
TO 8F TESTED IN ENGLISH, THEY SHOULD GENERALLY BE EXEMPTED. c * t-c*- oiuut«i:i MAVfc iNSUf^f^IClkNT SKILLS 

LPACS SHOULD PLEASG : 

U CHECK FDR INAPPROPRIATE DESIGNATIONS. CHECK ESPECIALLY THOSE WITH NO OOMINANCEe A DOMINANCE OF 'CS OR SPECIAL 

EDUATION/LEP* IF APPROPRIATE, SUGGEST A NEW TEST STATUS :n THE SPACE TO THE RIGHT. PLEASE USE A RED PEN* 

2. WRITE IN ANY MISSING INFORMATION IN THE APPROPRIATE COLUMN. fi-c^^oc u^c n kcu kcm* 

3* DRAW A LINE THROUGH THE NAME OF ANY LEP STUDENT WHO IS NO LONGER ENROLLED IN THIS SCHOOL. 

4. ADD THE NAMES OF ANY LEP STUDENTS CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN VOUR SCHOOL BUT NOT INCLUDED ON THE LISTING* BE SURE TO 
PROVIDE A SUGGESTED TEST STATUS* nonno* auKC lu 

5. RETURN TO ORE9 ADMINISTRATION BLDG., BY DECEMBER 11 1987. 

NOTE: PLEASE DO NOT DETACH DIRECTIONS FROM THE LIST OF STUDENTS* 



a> n 
ro 3 
o 3 

CV3 m 



FRir 
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6)M ^vl^lTp 1 




0 ^g<}[M^ >\ A^-^.gj^--SjaG:^ 



.-^HODifL £_J{^ =-KL^ 
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S A S LOG VSe SAS 82«4 



vsc aa JOB evisas 



8:06 HONOAYf JUNE 22t 1987 



U4 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 



IF GRADE Gfc •03* AND GRADE LC •09«; 

IF STATUS = •2* 'OR STATUS = * 3* OR STATUS = * ^* OR STATUS = 'S* 

OR STATUS - 'T*; 
IF RCEXTYR GT • • THEN DO; 

EXITYR =' REEXTYR; 

EXITSOA = REEXTSEA; 

E^^O; . • 

IF STATUS = 'r* AND CEXITYR LT •6« OR EXITSEA = • P ) 
THEN CELETE; 

LEP = 'YESM 
KliEP STUIC LEP; 



00001290 
00001300 
00001310 
00001320 
0C001330 
00001340 
00001350 
00001360 
00001370 
00001380 
00001390 
00001400 
00001410 



03 



ro 
ro 



NUTE: 



NOTE: 



NOTE: 
NUTE: 

^ 127 
-o 128 
^5 129 
ro o 130 
131 



INMtt LANG22 HAS THE FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS: 
DC8=(BLKSIZE=4000,LRECL=164tRECFM=5V8) 

V16^4?^L1N£S h£RE READ FROM INFILE LANG22. 
THE' MINIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 160. 
THE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH IS iOO^^^:*^ 

DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST2 HAS (l6J^08SERVAT IONS AND 2 VARIABLES. 532 08S/TRK. 
THE DATA STATEMENT LSEC 100.365EC0NOS AND 380K. 



DATA FRYTESTl; 

MERGE FRYTESTl 
FRY TEST 2 
8Y SIUID; 
IF FRYINl = l; 



( IN = FRYINl) 
(IN = FRYIN2); 



0G001420 
00001430 
00001440 
00001450 
00001460 



^ NOTE: DATA SET USEROIO. FRYTESTl HA-WTS^i^OBSER VA T IONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 152 OBS/TRK. 
note: the DATA STATEMENT USED 57.53^S^C0N0S AND 380K. 



132 PRCC DELETE DATA = FRYTEST2; 

NOTE: THE PROCEOURG DELETE USED 1.22 SECONDS AND 380K. 



00001470 



133 
134 



PB';C SORT; 
BY GRADE 



LEP; 



00001480 
00001490 



WARNfiilG: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM 

REOUIRED OV YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY. 

THE SORT UTILITY. MAY TfRMINATE ABNORMALLY. 
NOTE: DATA SET USERCI 0. FRYTESTl HAS 17528 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 152 OBS/TRK. 
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE :>ORT USED 6.1.41 SECONDS AND 380K. 



(D O 

3 

O 3 
-h c+ 

•P» m 



135 

1 36 
13/ 



PRCC FRbQ; 

TABLES LEP 

BY grade; 



lowincom; 



00001500 
00001510 
00001520 



344 



343 



S A S LOG VSE SAS 82.4 



VSE 3.1 J0& EViSAS 



79 



0C00C940 



WARf'.ING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE HZNIHUH 

REwUIRCG OV YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY. 

THt: SORT UTILITY HAY TERMINATE A8NCKf<ALLY. 
NOTEt DATA SET USEROIO.FRYTESTI HAS 1732B OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 
NOTE: THE PRGCEOURE SGRT USEC 31.79 SECONOS ANO 380K« 



152 OBS/TRK. 



80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
Q9 



OATA FRYTEST2; 

♦ INFILE STOMST VSAH; 

INMLE STUC21 RECFH^^FB LRECL=l60 BLKSIZE^40C0; 

INPUT dl SILIO P04. 

LISTAT $ 142; 



IF LISTAT ^ CR LISTAT = •2« 

LOrtlNCOM = "YES*; 
KEEP STUIO LCklNCOH; 



CR LISTAT = »3*; 



00000950 
00000960 
0C000970 
00000980 
00000990 
00001000 
00001010 
00001020 
0C001030 
00001G40 
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CO 



ro 
ro 



( 
( 
( 
( 
( 

i 

( 
( 



c S 

CJ o 
»— I 
X 



NOTE: ItlFILE STU021 HAS THE FOLLOhiNG CHARACTERISTICS: 
-DCB=IBLKSIZE=4000f lRECl=160fRECFM=FB) 

NOTE: 118317 LINES UERE READ FROM INFILE .STUD21. 

NOTE; OATA SET USER010.FaYTEST2 HAS 201 T^^^BSERVA TIONS ANO 2 VARIABLES. 532 OBS/TRK. 
note: the OATA STATEMENT USEC 2 16.6^''SEC0N0S ANO 380K. 



90 

91' 

92 

93 

94 



OATA FRYTESTl; 

MERGE FKYTESTl 
fRYTEST2 
BY STUIO; 
IF FRYINl = l; 



(.IN = FRYINl) 
iiU = FRYIN2); 



00001050 
00001060 
00001070 
00001080 
00001090 



NOTE: OATA SET USEROlO.FRVTESTl HAS OJ5.2B JbbS ER VAT IONS ANO (SpVARI ABLES^ 152 OBS/TRK. 
NOTE: Thftf OATA STATEMENT USEO 48.29 SECONOS ANO 380K. 



95 
96 
97 
•98 
90 



PRCC OtLfcTE LATA = FRYTEST2; 
^^««««4c4c«« REAO IN LEPFIL TO GET LEP STATUS 
NOTE: ThE PKOCEOURE DELETE USEO 1.22 SECONOS ANO 380K. 



100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
.109 
4*0 
\ 



OATA FRYTEST2; 

* IN?ILE LEPFIL VSAM; 

INFILE LANG22 RECFH=Ve LRECL==164 

INPUT 



BLKS12E=4C00; 
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FILIU 


$. 


1*2 


STUIO 




4-10 


LCC 


$ 


44-46 


GRAOE 


$ 


47-48 


REEXTYR 


$ 


57 


REEXTSEA 


$ 


58 


STATUS 


$ 


73 


EXITYR 


$ 


115 


EXITSEA 


$ 


116; 



IF LOC GT «000* AND LOG LT • 199« ; 



00001100 
00001110 
00001120 
00001130 
00001140 



00001150 
00001160 
0C001170 
0C001180 
00001190 
00001200 
00001210 
00001220 
00001230 
00001240 
00001250 
00001260 
0C001270 
00001280 



(O pi 
rr 
n> 

o =5 

-p* m 



O 



46 



r 



I 

NOie: 

NOT(:: 
NUTE: 

Z 
3 
4 
«> 
6 
7 
8 

10 

II 

IZ 

13 

14 

15 

16 
> 17 
-o 18 

X 22 
23 
24 , 
r 25' 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

r 31 
32 

34 
35 
36 
37 
3B 
39 
40 

. . 41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
46 
49 

♦;o 
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S A S LUC VSE SAS 82*4 



VSE 3*1 JQ8 EVISAS 



8:06 HQNOAYi JUNE 22f 1987 



m 



THE JOU tVISAS HAS QEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 62*4 OF SAS 
AT AUSTIN INOEPCNOL'NT SCHOOL DISTRICT (0I98600I)* 

CPUIO VERSION = fF SERIAL = 013553 HOOEL ^ 4341 • 

NO OPTIONS SPECIHIEO. 



CPIIONS ERRORS = O; 
♦PTIONS Oas ^ C NCREPLACe; 

TITlEI AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
TITLE2 OFFICE CF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION 
TITLE3 TEAMS « LEPv AVERAGE SCALED SCORES; 



OATA FRYTESTl; 

INFILC TEAMFL VSAH; 

INPUT SCFNOW 
STUID 
OCCURS 



FJR SHORT TESTS ; 
SA-JF999 X; 



1-3 

4-10 

49-50 



00 I = i TO CCCLRS; 



IF 


I 


I 


THEN POS = 


5i; 




IF 


I 


2 


THEN POS = 


I60S 




IF 


I 


3 


THEN POS = 


269; 




IF 


I 


4 


THEN POS = 


378; 




IF 


I 


5 


THEN PUS = 


487; 




IF 


I 


6 


THEN POS = 


596; 




INPUT 












a POS «■ 


29 


GRADE 


s 


Z. 




d PCS 


31 


TESTHGN 


$ 


Z. 




a POS 


23 


TESTYR 


$ 


Z. 




a POS ♦ 


36 


MVALiO 


$ 


u 




A POS 4- 


60 


RVALIO 


s 


u 




S POS 


75 


KVALIO 


$ 


u 




a POS + 


92 


LEVEL 


$ 


u 




a POS ♦ 


97 


HSCALES 




3* 




a POS *■ 


ICO 


RSCALES 




3. 




£ POS 4 


103 


SCALES 




3. a; 


IF 


(TESTYR = 


•86 


• ANO TESTMON 


= •02M 




(LEVEL - • 


3» 


OR LEVEL T 




OR LEVEL 




ANO 












(GRADE = « 


03* 


OR GRAOE = 


•05' 


OR GRADE 



ANO 



OR LEVEL = •9M 



THEN OC; 
RSCALE = . 
MSCALE - . 
WSCALE = . 
IF H VALID 
IF KVALID 
IF h'VALID 
IF RSCALE 



• • THEN RSCALE = RSCAL£:S; 

• • THEN MSCALE = MSCAL£=S; 

• • THEN HSCALE = i^SCALES; 

= • AND MSCALE = • ANO WSCALE = 



THEN GO TO 8YPASS; 
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couNi = o; 

AVGSCALE = O; 

IF RSCALE NE • THEN 00; 

CCUNI ♦ I; 

AVGSCALE RSCALE; 



00000170 
00000180 
00000190 
00000200 
00000210 
00000220 
00000230 
00000240 
00000250 
00000260 
00000270 
00000280 
00000290 
0C000300 
00000310 
00000320 
00000330 
00000340 
00000350 
00000360 
00000370 
00000380 
00000390 
00000400 
00000410 
00000420 
00000430 
0C000440 
00000450 
00000460 
00000470 
00000480 
00000490 
0C000500 
00000510 
00000520 
00000530 
00000540 
00000550 
00000560 
00000570 
00000580 
OOOOOf^JO 
00000600 
00000610 
00000620 
:)C000630 
00000640 
00000650 
0C000660 
00000670 



00 

cn 



ro 
ro 



no r+ 

a> o 

o 3 
m 
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0 G VSE SAS 82*4 



VSE 3.1 Juo cVISAS 
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52 
53 

55 
56 
57 
5,8 
59 
60 
61 
6? 
63 
6^ 
63 
66 
67 
6d 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 



END; 

IF MSCALE NO • THEN 00; 
CCUNT 4 1; 
AVGSCALE ♦ HSCALE; 
END; 

IF WSCALE NE • THEN OU ; 
CCUNT i l; 

avgscale ♦ wscale; 
end: 

AVGSCALE = AVGSCAtE / COUNT; 



LEP 



»NOX» ; 



LOWINCOM « 'NCX*; 

KEEP STUiO LEP GKAOE LOWINCOM RSCmLE HSCALE WSCALE AVGSCALE; 



qutplt; 
bypass; 

I = CCCUKS 
ENO; 
ENO; 



♦ I; 



00000660 
00000690 
00000700 
00000710 
00000720 
00Q00730 
0C000740 
0000C750 
00000760 
00000770 
00000760 
00000 790 
00000600 
00000610 
00000620 
00000630 
0C000640 
00000650 
00000651 
0C000660 
00000670 
00000660 



CO 



f 
f 

r 

€ 



KOTEi INFILH TEAMhL HAS IhE FCLLCWING CHhRACTERISTICS: 

m 

C«3 



VSAH FILE 

INDEXED NQNSPANNED KbYSCIO 0) RECOKDSlZEi. 1665) RECORDSC 46361 ) 



NOTE; INVALID DATA FCR MSCALES IN LINE 1344 257-259. 31:36 
^ NUTE; INVALID DATA FOR RSCALES IK LIKE 1344 260^-262. 32:3e 
.mNOTE: INVALID DATA FOR WSCALES IN LINE 1344 263-265. 33:36 
NOTE: FURTHER ERRORS f)F THIS TYPE WILL NOT BE PRINTED. 
OPTIONS ERROKS=NN; ♦ LlKIT REACHED. 

RUL'eT" 1234567 10i;!34567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601234567 701234567 601234567 901234567 00 

.,.1344 . ^00276673G111SYLVESTER SANCRA DFHN NMM 02999SYLVESTER SANDRA 11 10661A0033444343344 

101 3344444 OOOCOOOCOOOO 0000000000 61Y..X 814 539002SYLVESTER SANDRA 110567. 65«« 

, ZONE _FFFFffF4444FFFfFFffFFFf444FFFFf rFFFf4FF£00E4444FFF444444FfFFFFEEDEC££CD4£CCCDC4444444444FFFFFF04FfO0 

NUMR 334444%OOCCCCCCC0000000000000000000006160C 700006140000303 J900226355a359021 5491 COOOOOOOOO 110587006500 

201 ^Y.P 00 00 00 .«X 266 

ZONE 0000000DO00000 00E0D4FF0000G00000044FF000000004FF400EOO00000000D00000 
NUMR OOCCGOOCOCCCO 00060 r000CO00C000000000000000D00000000700O0000000D00000 
^ SCHN0W=2 SrUlD=76673Cl GCCURS=2' 1 = 3 P0S = 160 GRADE = 11 T£STHCN=^05 TESTYR-67 MVALIO^ RVALIO* ViVAL IDs LEVEL«X HSCALES- 
kSCALE S=. H SCALES=. RSCALEs. HSCALE=. WSCALE=:. C0UNT=3 AVGSCAL£=855 LEP= LOHlNCOM= RSA -260732 ERROR =1 N »1344 
NCTEC 5636r >LINES WERE READ FROK INFILE TEAHFL. 
TFn?INIHUH L • Lt:NGTH IS 159^ 
ThE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 595^-.>.,-:v 
NOTE: DATA SfcT USE ROlO . FRYTES Tl HASCV7528)OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 152 08S/TRK. 
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMbNT LSED 255.29 SECTJfjDS AND 352K. 



CO 

0) o 

^ B 
W 
O Z3 

4^ m 



f 

< 
( 

c 
{ 



74 

75 



0/PfH*C SORT; 
O'-iJ BY STLIDi 
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pi^^^i^^i^^^^^4f^ HEAD IN STUD FILE TO GET LJW INCOME i>VATUS 



00000690 
OC000900 
00000910 
00000920 
00000930 



350 



1 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

Lj\si^^n^ SUMMARY REPORT 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



DISTRICTi 227-901 AUSTIN ISO 



REPORT DATH. JUNE 1987 
DATE OF TESTING: APRIL 1987 
GRADE: 01 



CO 

ro 
ro 



SUB* 
JECT 
AREAS 
TESTED 



M 
A 

T 
H 
E 
M 
A 
T 
I 

C 
S 



w 

R 
I 

T 
I 

N 
G 



TEST PERFORMAiICE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING 
NUMBER PERCENT 



NOT 
MASTERING 
NUMBER 



1. SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS 
2. PLACE VALUE 
^.MUHBER COMPARISON 



ADDITION 
5. SUBTRACTION 
IQBD^EBQgLEMS 



7. MEASUREMENT, TIME 

8. GEOMETRIC SHAPES 



180 


84 


35 


207 


96 


8 




77 


^9 


180 


84 


35 


196 


91 


19 


175 


81 


40. 


173 


80 


42 


207 


96 


8 



STUDENTS TESTED I 215 TOTAL MATHEMATICS i 161 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE i 812 

PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANKi 70 



76 



52 



l.NAIN IDEA 
2. SIGHT RECOGNITION 
JLJ:OM.EQUUILi!PBDS 



4. CONTEXT CLUES 

5. H0RD STRUCTURE 
JLfHOUICS 

7. SPECIFIC DETAILS 
8. SEQUENCING EVENTS 
9. PREDICTING OUTCOMES 



115 


55 


96 


164 


78 


47 


176 


83 


35 


96 


45 


115 


149 


71 


62 


147 


70 


64 


122 


58 


89 


108 


51 


103 


102 


48 


109 



TOTAL READING! 



116 



55 



Sr^OENTS TESTEDi 211 
REsDING SCALED SCOREi 722 
PRcDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP. (READING) PERCENTILE RANKi 43 



95 



1. CAPITALIZATION 

2. PUNCTUATION 
.J^SREUING... 



4. SUBJECT-VERB AGREEMENT 



165 
122 
a83« 
70 



78 
58 

ja6- 



33 



47 
90 
-22. 
142 



TOTAL HRITINGi 



156 



STUDENTS TESTEDi 212 
HRITING SCALED SCOREi 757 
PREDICTED NATIONAL LANGUAGE (HRITING) PERCENTILE RANKi 53 



74 



56 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS . • . ' 
BASED ON 2^1 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMIHED 



NUMBER 



PERCENT 



ARO 
LEP 



Students At»ent for All Tests 
Students Exempt from All Tests : 
Students Exempt from Alt Tests : 
Other Students Not Tested 

Nu mt>e f of Stud ents Tested , 

"ETRmCTDWPQSmOR 
American Indian or Alaskan Natlvo 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Block 
Hispanic 

VViil^o 

rFRcETREDUCED PRI CE MEAL PROGRAM 





0 
13 
19 
13 
216 



0 
5 
7 
5 
83 



rCR7^FIERT?R0GRAMS 
Chapter t Regular Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 
Cha pt fef I Migrant Remedia l Wrlllnq Program 

HnMiTEimronsim 

Umlled English Proficient Students 
Bilingual Program 

Englis h as a Second Language Program 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Learning Disat>lllty 
Emotionally 01sturt>ed 
Speech Handicapped 
Vlruatly Handicapped 

Olher Handlcnpplnq Condition 

15IFTEI57TACERTE[rPR05RAKr 



1 

55 
4 

183 
13 



0 
21 

2 
72 

5 



74 
0 
5 

0 



28 
0 
2 
0 



PROGRAMS 
261 100 
173 66 
60 25 



11 

5 
18 
5 
4 



TREyiOUS KINDERGARTEN ATTENDANCE 

Half-day 2 1 
Full-day 206 79 
Did Not Attend 53 20_ 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY 



BASED ON 



216 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE O R MORE TESTS 

Passed AH Tests Taken l08 56 

Failed One Test Only 38 18 

Failed Two Tests Only 45 21 

FaMgd All Thr<?g Tg«>j ?^ 12 



ERIC 



351 



352 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

SUMMARY REPORT 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



DISTRICT! 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: MAY 1987 
DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987 
GRADE: 03 



00 



ro 
ro 



SUB- 
JECT 
AREAS 
TESTED 



X 
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G 



ERJC 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING NOT 
NUMBER PERCENT *^NuMBER^ 



1. ORDER NHOLE NUMBERS 

2. PLACE VALUE 

3. NUMBER PATTFRMS 



4. EXPANDED NOTATION 
5 FRACTIONAL PARTS 
6.ADPmPN 



94 
109 
AISL 



110 
121 
110 



74 
86 



7. SUBTRACTION 

8. H0RD PROBLEMS 

9, WORD PROBLEM? (-) 

10. MEASUREMENT UNITS 

11. PICTORIAL MODELS 



104 
115 
100 

98 



87 
95 



STUDENTS TESTEDt 127 TOTAL MATHEMATICS! 91 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREt 763 

PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PFRCENTILE RANKt 5? 



82 
91 
79 

T3" 
77 

72 



33 
18 
17 
17 
6 



' GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 
BASED ON 163 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 



23 
12 
27 



4r 
29 

36 



l.MAIN IDEA 
2. SIGHT NORDS 
3. CONTEXT CLUES 



4. M0RD STRUCTURE 

5. PHONICS 
6. SPECIFIC nETATLS 



7. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 

8. PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

9. TABLE OF CONTENTS 



82 


66 


42 


79 


64 


45 


7$ 


61 


49 


40 


32 


84 


73 


59 


51 


1Q3 


B% 


21 


92 


74 


32 


70 


56 


54 


117 


94 


7 



STUDENTS TESTED! 124 
READING SCALED SCOREt 696 



TOTAL READINGt 



65 



52 



59 



{READING) PFRCFMTTI F RANK t P<1 



1. CAPITALIZATION 

2. PUNCTUATION 
5. SPELLING 




119 
83 
ino 


97 
67 
ftQ 


4 
40 
14 


4. CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 




108 


88 


15 


5. SENTENCE STRUCTURE 




102 


83 


21 


6. PROOFREADING 




115 


93 • 


8 


NARRATIVE WRITTEN COMPOSITION 
RATING! 

jrro NUMBERt 0 15 
jOO PERCENT 1 0 12 


58 
47 


-X. 

49 

40 


1 
1 





STUDENTS TESTEDi 123 TOTAL WRITIMGt 

NRITING SCALED SCOREt 683 

PREDICTED NATIONAL LANGUAGE (NRITINQ) PERCENTILS 



61 



50 



62 



Students Absent for All Tests 
Students Exempt from All Tests ; ARD 
Students Exempt Uom All TestJ : LEP 
Other Students Not Tested 

ETHNiC COMPOSITION 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 



NUMBER 

1 
14 
19 

1 

1J?8 



PERCENT • 



1 

9 
12 

1 
79 



FRE E/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 
CHAPTER ! PROGRAMS 
Chapter I Regular Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 
Chapter t Migrant Remed.ul Reading Program 
Chapte r I Mi grant Remedial W riting Program 
-THER;""^ 



0 
36 
1 

116 
10 



T?3 



i 

0 
22 

1 
71 

6 

"58" 



ting Proqr; 

ENSATO 



OTHER P^MEDIAL/COMPENSA 
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based 
Remedrl Writing ■ TEAMS-Based 



53 
0 
3 
0 



33 
0 
2 

0 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFlClENCVyBILINGuAUESL 
Limited English Proficient Students 
Bilingual Program 

_ English as a S econd langua ge Program 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

learning Disability 
Emotionally Disturbed 
Speech Handicapped 
Visually Handicapped 

Other Handicapping C ondition 

ISfFTED/TALEmmKKuGKAM 

MODE OF ENTRY 

Alternative to Social Promotion 
Retained 

Promoted 

CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT 

One or Two Years 

Three Years or More 



RY PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED 
5 3 
56 34 

4 2 



PROGRAMS 
163 100 
85 52 
46 28 



\7 
0 

20 
0 
0 



10 
0 

12 
0 
0 



. 5 

7 

151 



3 
4 
93 



61 
102 



37 
63 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY 

BASED ON 128 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS 
Passed All Tests Taken 45 55 

Failed One Test Only 33 26 

Failed Two Tests Only 26 20 

Pallgd m Thrf^fiT^stff 23 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

SUMMARY REPORT 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



DISTRICT I 227--901 " AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: MAY 1987 
DATE OF testing: FEBRUARY 1^87 
GRADE: 05 



3> 

m 

Z2Z 

i-»a 

X 

m 



SUB- 
JECT 
AREAS 
TESTED 



M 

A 
T 
H 
E 
M 
A 
T 
I 

C 

s 



^-MULTIPLICATION 


109 


70 


J7 

47 


5. DIVISION 


73 


^7 


83 


6. WORD PROBLFMS 


73 


47 


83 


7 .WORD PROBLEMS (x,f) 


65 


42 


91 


8.H0RD PROBLEMS (DECIMAL) 


106 


68 


50 


9. MEASUREMENT UNITS 


63 


40 


93 



R 
E 
A 
D 
I 

N 
G 



W 
R 

I- 
T 

I 

N 



ERIC 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING uAQT^IiNn 
NUMBER PERCENT JJuJI^ber 



1 -PLACE VALUE 

2. EQUIVALENT FRACTIONS 



111 
78 



71 
50 



45 
78 



11. PERIMETER OR AREA OF POLYGONS 131 84 25 

STUDENTS TESTED I 156 TOTAL MATHEMATICS i 84 54 72 

MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREt 710 

PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANKt 79 



l.min IDEA 
2X0NTEX7 CLUES 
S.SPgCYFYC DETAILS 



4. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 

5. DRAHING CONCLUSIONS 

6. FACT > OPIMTQN 



7XAUSE-AND-EFFECT 

8 . PARTS OF A BOOK 

9. GRAPHIC SOURCES 



49 


34 


95 


80 


56 


64 


72 


50 


72 


43 


30 


101 


50 


35 


94 


54 


38 


90 


87 


60 


57 


86 


60 


58 


98 


68 


46 



STUDENTS TESTED I 144 
READING SCALED SCOREi 694 
PREDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP 



TOTAL READING! 



61 



42 



83 



^CAPITALIZATION 
2. PUNCTUATION 
3 , SPELLING 



(READING) PERCENTILE RANKt g1 



4 .CORRECT ENGLISH USAGF 

5. SENTENCE STRUCTURE 

6. PROOFREADING 



111 

90 
122 



108 
97 
102 



77 
63 
-&5- 



75 
67 



33 
54 
-2^ 



36 
47 



DESCRIPTIVE WRITTEN COM?OSITiaN 
RATING t 

NUMBERS 4 15 

PERCENT! 3 10 



65 
45 



59 
41 



TOrAL WRITING! 



57 



STUDENTS TESTED I 144 
WRITING SCALED SCORE! 67^ 
PREDICTED HATIONAl LANGUAGE (WRITING) PERCENTILE RMKtZ2 



40 



87 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 
BASED ON 249 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 



NUM8ER 



PERCENT 



Students Absent for AH Tests 
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 
Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 
Other Students Not Tested 
Numt>er of Students Tested 
ETHNIC COMPOSmON 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
Wmte 



1 
14 
73 

3 

158 



0 
6 

29 
1 

63 



0 
25 
1 

213 
10 



FREgyREOUCED PKICE MEAL PROGRAM 2^4 
CHAPTER I PROGRAMS 

Chapter I Regular Program 100 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 
Chaptei t Migrant Remedial Reading Program 3 
Chapter I Migrant Rimediai WrlUng Program 0_ 

OTh-ER REMEDIaL/COMPEMSATORY PROGRAMS" 
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based 
Remedial Writing - TEAMS-Based 



0 
10 

0 
86 

4 



90 



40 
0 
1 
0 



. TEAMS-BASED 

8 3 
100 40 
8 3 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFlCIENCVyBILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS 
Limited English Proficient Students 249 1 

Bilingual Program 185 
Enc 



100 
74 



SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 






Learning Disability 


17 


7 


Emotionally Disturt>ed 


2 


1 


Speech Handicapped 


13 


5 


Visually Handicapped 


0 


0 


Other Handicapping Condition 


1 


0 


GIFTED/TALENl'ED PROGRAM 


5 


i 



Alternative to Social Promotion 10 
Retained 8 

Promoted 231 

CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT 

One or Tvvo Years 99 
Three Years or More 150 



4 
3 
93 



40 
60 



BASED ON 



Passed All 'osts Taken 
Failed One lest Only 
Fa.Jed Two Tests Only 
Failed ^|| Three Tests 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY 
158 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS 



36 
44 
36 



23 

23 Q 
27 '-^f 



CO 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

SUMMARY REPORT 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



DISTRICTS 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT date: may 1987 
DATEOFTESUNG: FEBRUARY 1987 

GRADE: 07 
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SUB- 
JECT 
AKEAS 
TESTED 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING 
NUMBER PERCENT 



NOT 
MASTERING 
NUMBER 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 
BASED ON 227 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 

NUMBER PERCENT 
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35' 
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ERIC 



1. EQUIVALENCIES 

2. FRACTIONS (+,-) 



94 
68 



69 
50 



43 
69 



4. W0RD PROBLEMS C+,-,x,f) 

5. DECIMAL WORD PROBLEMS (+,-^x) 

6. MEASUREMENT 'JNITS 


65 
61 
61 


47 
45 
45 


72 
76 
76 


7. GEOMETRIC TERMS AND FIGURES 


73 


53 


64 


8. PERIMETER OF POLYGONS 


103 


75 


34 


9. CHARTS, GRAPHS 


83 


61 


54 



10. PROBABTlITY 

11. EQUATIONS 

STUDENTS TEST ED t 



13? 



MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREt 716 



TOTAL MATHEMATICS! 



75 
75 



55 
55 



62 
62 



Students Absent for All Tests 
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 
Students Exempt from Ail Tests : LEP 
Other Students Not Tested 

Numt)er of Students Tested 

ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
American Indlaa or Alaskan Native 
Asian or PaclHo* Islander 
Blacic 
Hispanic 
White 



5 
17 
61 

3 

141 



2 
7 

27 
1 

62 



0 
25 
1 

195 

6 



l.MAIN IDEA 


38 


28 


96 


2. CONTEXT CLUES 


113 


84 


21 


3. SPECIFIC DETAILS 


51 


38 


85 


4. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 


33 


25 


101 


5. DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 


29 


22 


105 


6. FACT. OPTNIOH 




19 


109 


7.CAUSE-AND-EFFECT 


58 


43 


76 


8. REFERENCE SOURCES 


11^ 


87 


17 


9. GRAPHIC SOURCES 


115 


86 


19 


10. PARTS OF A BOOK 


97 


72 


3/ 



FREE/REPUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM ~ 

CHAPTER I PROGRAMS 

Chapter I Regular Program 1 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 4 

Chapter i Migrant Remedial Writing Program 0_ 

OTHER REMEDIAL/COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS 



0 
11 

0 
86 

3 

"S5" 



0 
0 
2 
0 



STUDENTS TESTED t 134 
READING SCALED SCOREt 684 
PREDTCTFD NATTONAL READING COHP 



TOTAL READINGS 



61 



46 



73 



1. CAPITALIZATION 

2. PUNCTUATION 

3. SPELLING 



CRfc'ADING) PERCENTILE RANKt 17 



4. CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 
5. SENTENCE STRUCTURE 



80 


59 


55 


66 


49. 


69 


86 


66 




48 


36 


87 


50 


37 


85 


9« 


73 


37 



Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 
Remedial Reading - TEAMS'Based 

Kemedial Writing - TgAMS-Based 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFlClENcY/BlUNGUALyESL 
Limited English Proficient Stulents 
Bilingual Program 

Eng lish as a Second Langua ge Program ' 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAI5I5 

(.^rnlng Disat>iitty 
Emotionally Oisturt}ed 
Speech Handicapped 
Visually Handicapped 

Other Handicapping Condition 

GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAM 

MODE OF ENTRY 
Klternative to Social Promotion 
Retained 
Promoted 



TEAMS-BASED 
26 11 
30 13 
25 11 



PROGRAMS 
227 100 
62 27 
140 62 



16 
5 

10 
0 
0 



7 
2 
4 
0 
0 



0 
26 
201 



0 
11 
89 



CLASSIFICATORY WRITTEN COMPOSITION 

RATINGS -A- ^ -i. 

NUMBER! 0 9 67 

PERCENT! 0 7 50 



TOTAL HRITINGt 



54 
40 



CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT — 
One or Two Years 62 27 

Three Years or More 165 73 



BASED ON 



48 



STUDENTS TESTED t 135 
MRI7ING SCALED SCORht 669 



36 



87 



Passed AH Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Two Tests Only 

■ Fatigd AiiJiirggTesig 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY 
141 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS 



3r 

38 
35 



27 
25 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

SUMMARY REPORT 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



t DISTRICTi 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: MAY 1987 
DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987 
GRADE: 09 



SUB- 
JECT 
AREAS 
TESTED 



TEST PERFOR^,/\NCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING MASTERING 
NUMBER PERCENT 'number " 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 
BASED ON \ li53 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 



NUMBER 



PERCENT 
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1. EQUIVALENCIES 

2 . FRACTIONS (4^,-) 
3 DECIHALS (x,f> 



55 
54 

_£5_ 



71 

86 



<i.WORD PROBLEMS (^^^-^x,*) 59 

5. H0RD PROBLEMS (RATIO. PROPuRTION* PERCENT) ^2 55 

6. PER5;nMflL FIMANCE PR0BIEM<; 32 42 



7. H0RD PROBLEMS (MEASUREMENT UNITS) 

8. AREA OF RECTANGLES, TRIANGLES 

9. PROBABILITY 



32 
<i8 
29 



42 
63 
38 



X.MAIN IDEA 
2. MEANING OF HORDS 
3. SPECIFIC DETATLS 



4. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 

5. DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

6. FACT. OPTNYOM 



25 
51 
_22_ 



7. CAUSE-AND-EFFECT 

8. GENERALIZATIONS 

10. KtPtHtNCE SOURCES 

11. GRAPHIC SOURCES 



22 
33 
16 



33 
67 

35- 



18 
43 
23 



29 
43 



TOTAL READINGi 



33" 
57 

23 



24 
57 
30 



70 
75 

30 



STUDENTS TESTED J 76 
READING SCALED SCORE i 656 
PREDICTED NATIONAL READING CQHP. f REAPING) PERCENTILE RANKi 17 



1. CAPITALIZAT^0^ 

2. PUNCTUATION 
3. SPELLING 



4. CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 
5. SENTENCE STRUCTURE 
<?tPRPQFREAPINg 



PERSUASIVE NRITTEN COMPOSITION 

RATING » 4 3 ? 

NUMBER I 0 0 23 

PERCENT I 0 0 31 



46 
62 



5 
7 



STUDENTS TESTEHi 74 TOTAL WRITINGi 12 

WRITING SCALEL SCOREi 596 

PR^p?cT^p mim\. imm^ mmm) fprc^htu^ f<m^n 



16 



41 

22 

31^ 

34 

44 



44 
28 
47 



10. CHARTS, GRAPHS 28 37 W 

11. FORMULAS 36 47 40 

STUDENTS TESTED J 76 TOTAL MATHEMATICS i 45 59 . 31 

MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE i 718 

P^<EDTCTEn NATIONAL MA THEMATICS PERCENTILE RANK« 31 



51 
25 
47 



54 
43 

58 
33 
53 



19 
53 



39 


53 


35 


40 


54 


34 


55 


74 


19 


30 


41 


44 


49 


66 


25 


32 


43 


42 



62 



Students Absent for All Tests 
Stuc:ents Exempt from All Tests : ARD 
Students Exempt from Alt Tests : LEP 
Other Students Not Tested 
Number of Students Tested 
ETHNIC COMPOSniON 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 



13 
7 

52 
4 

77 



8 
5 

34 
3 

50 



"Fr ee/reduced price mEAL PRogRAM 

CHAPTER I PROGRAMS 
Chapter I Regular Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Piogram 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Writing Pro 



0 
26 
0 

125 
2 



1^ 



0 
17 

0 
82 

1 



lapter I Migrant Remedial Writing Prcgr; 
rHER REMEDIAUCOMPENSATO 



"OTHER REMEDIAUCOMPENSA 
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS*Based 
Remedial Reading - TEAMS*Based 

Remedial Writing - TEAMS-Based 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY/BiLINGUAL/ESL 
Limited English Proficient Students 
Bilingual Program 

.^.^ ^ ??9°"^J:yp"?.fl^ Pro gram 



0 
0 

2 
0 



jage Program 
PROGRAMS" 



SPECIAL EDUCATION 

Learning Disability 
Emotionally Disturbed 
Speech Handicapped 
Visually Handicapped 
Othe r Handicapping Condition 
GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRATT 



RY PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED 

22 14 

23 15 
22 14 

PROGRAMS 
153 100 
15 10 
118 77 



14 
6 
2 
0 
0 



9 
4 
1 
0 
0 



MODE OF ENTRY 
Alternative to Social Promotion 
Retained 

P romoted 

"CDNTiNUoUS ENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT 

One or Two Years 

Thfo3 Years or More 



0 

23 
130 



0 
15 
85 



66 
87 



67 



BASED ON 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY ' 
77 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS 



Passed All Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Two Tests Only 

Failed ftll Twists 



11 

14 
24 



18 
31 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

£!;b^^ lla> SUMMARY REPORT report date: NOVEMBER 1986 



00 



ro 



LIHITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



lISTRICTi 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



DATE OF TESTING Octobef 1986 
GRADE: 11-EXIT LEVEL 



Ecr 

STED 
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T 
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X 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASVERiNG 
NUMBER PERCENT 



NOT^'- 
MASTERING 
'NUMBER 



1. SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS 
2. ROUNDING OF NUMBERS 
_3^E9UiyfiLEMClES 

4 . EXPONENTIAL/STANDARD NOTATION 

5. FRACTIONS^ MIXED KUMBERS (+,-,x) 



28 
20 

-IS. 



7 .INTEGERS 
8,MULTIPLE 

1 



32 
23 



(+) 

OPERATIONS C+^-^x^*) 
fBQEQRIimi 



36 
23 
20 



68 
^9 

Ja. 

78 
56 



10. PERCFtIT 

11. MEASUREMENT UNITS 

Ul2-fiEPUEIBXC-E0RUULaS 

^3,GE0METRIC PROPERTIES 

14. AVERAGES 

16. CHARTS, GRAPH'^ 

17. FORMULAS 

la^QMUOUS 



2^ 
19 

_5fl_ 



88 
56 
^9. 



21 
23 



59 
^6 



33 
19 



51 
56 



80 
^6 

-14 



STUDENTS TESTEDi ^1 TOTAL MATHEMATICS! 31 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREt 71^ 

PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANKi ^6 



76 
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lERIC 



1. MAIN IDEA 

2. CONTEXT CLUES 
_3.il08D.5TRUCIUBE 

4. SPECIFIC DETAILS 
* 5. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 

_$..P8amiia_coNCLuajLflMS 

7. FACT, OPINION 

8. REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION 
_2^KEEEBEHCe^S0URCE_U5AeE 

10. LIlERARY ANALYSIS 

11. CAPITALIZATION 

. J2..EUNPTUAIIflJl 

13. SPELLING 

14. CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 
-.IS^SFHTEIJCE-SIRUCIURF. 

16. SENTENCE COMBINING 

17. PROOFREADING 
-J<UiPi6AIIIZAII,0»LSKlUS 



19 
37 
JL 
39 
28 



17 
31 

-37 



44 
86 

91 
65 

-52- 



40 
72 

_86 



30 
27 
JIL 
15 
10 
9 



70 
63 



27 
9 



35 
23 



63 
21 



19 



44 



STUDENTS ^ESTEDi 43 TOTAL LANGUAGE ARTSt 
LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED SCOREt 686 

PREDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP. (READING) PERCEHTiLE RANKt 
rnTFn NftTinNAt t AN{?iiAQg (HRI7INQ) PFRCEN;XL£ RANKi 13 



14 



13 

21 



17 
22 
11 



20 
18 
14 



8 

22 

JLIL 



10 



BASED 



• ;-GR0UpCHARAGTERJST!CS.V1-'<^^5^^^^^^^^^^ 

ED ON THE TOTAL NUMBER.OF ANSWER DCCUMEHTS SUBMITT Ep«/.^;^^; 
• • '•^ '^H'i >s1':'ir'''vf " 'NUMBER-'' -^ -PERCENT^' 



Total Number of Answer Documonts Submitted 
Students Absent for Both Tests 
Students Exempt from Both Tests 
Other Students Not Tested 
Number of Students Tested 



48 
0 
4 
0 

44 



100 
0 
8 
0 
92 



"ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
Whita 



TREET REDOCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM" 



I 'CHAPTERi PROGRAMS" 
Chapter I Regular Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 
Chapter I Migran*! Remedial Writing Program 
UTHERT^EMEUIAUCOMPENSATORY PRC 
Remedial Mathema*'cs - TEAMS*Based 



0 
11 

2 
29 

6 



0 
23 

4 
60 
13 



48 



24 
6 

4 
15 

_2L 
26 
12 

^4 
13 
16 

_28 



28 
33 

16 

34 

A5^ 



24 



1 2 

0 0 

1 2 

GRAWS^-TEAWS^BASED I 

1 2 

2 4 



Remedial Langu age Arts - TEA M S'Basfed 2^^^ 

TiraiTEl^RGlMTOTIClEFICYmiNGUAUESL PROGRAMS 
Limited English Prollclent Students 48 100 

Bilingual Program 0 0 

English as a Second Lanniiane Program 33 69 

"BPECIArEDUCATIDN PRCJGRAMS 
Learnini^ Disability 
Emotionally Disturbed 
Speech Handicapped 
Visually Handicapped 

Oiher Handicapping Condition 

"GIF! ED7TSLEN lEDTRQg PAM 

^RADUArioNTCSNS 

Regular 44 92 



Advanced/Advanced with Honors 

"CONrinUDUS^ENROCLMERnFTDfSTRlCr 
One or Two Years 
Tliree Years or More 



8 



16 
32 



33 
67 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY ^ 
U OH lllf. NUMDLR OF STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR BOTH TESTS 



Passed All Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Both lestn 



20 
7 



45 
16 
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ilSf . TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT QP MINIMUM SKILLS 

3UMMARY REPORT report date, hay 1937 



00 

ro 
ro 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS 



DISTRICT I 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: NAY 1987 
DATE OF TESTING; MAY 1987 
GRADE; 11-EXIT LEVEL 




4:1 >f 



•A. 
»-« A 

ir.' 



10. PERCENT 

11. MEASUREMENT UNITS 

I 12. G EOM ETRIC FORHlilAfi 



L 
A 
N 

;g 
•u 

4. 

A 

.T 
5 



1. SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS 

2. ROUNDING OF NUMBERS 

3. gQUrVALFNCTg3 



<i. EXPONENTIAL/STANDARD NOTATION 
5. FRACTIONS, MIXED NUMBERS C+,-,x) 



9 
9 
11 



7. INTEGERS C+) 

8. MULTIPLE OPERATIONS (+,-,k,*) 

9, PROPORTION 



12 
9 



12 
7 

JJL 



15. GEOMETRIC PROPERTIES 

14. AVERAGES 

15. PR0BABILTTY 



6 
10 
J5_ 



16. CHARTS, GRAPHS 

17. FORMULAS 
IS.gQUATIONS 



10 
11 



12 
7 



STUDENTS TESTED! 16 TOTAL MATHEMATICS 1 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE t 714 



14 



LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED' SCORE $ 675 



ERIC 



56 
56 
69 



75 
56 
-Aft- 



75 
44 

Jtl. 



38 
63 
94 



63 
69 
56 



75 
44 



88 



10 
6 
1 



i.MAIH .IDEA 


15 


56 


12 


2. CONTEXT CLUES 


22 


81 


5 


3. WORD STRUCTURE 


11 


41 


16 


4. SPECIFIC DETAILS 


22 


81 


5 


5. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 


19 


70 


8 


6. DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 




48 • 


14 


7. FACT, OPINION ' 


— ^ 


30 


19 


8. REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION 


23 


85 


4 


9. REFERENCE SOURCE. USAGE 




96 


1 


10. LITERARY ANALYSIS 




59 


11 


11. CAPITALIZATION 


14 


52 


13 


12. PUNCTUATION 


6 


22 


2L 


13. SPELLING 


9 


33 


IB 


14. CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 


3 


11 


24 


15. SENTENCE STRUCTURE 


7 


26 


20 


16. SENTENCE COMBINING 


19 


70 


8 


17. PROOFREADING 


1; 


19 


22 


18. ORGANIZATION SKTJ LS 


17 


63 


10 


STUDENTS TESTED! .27 TOTAL lANGUAGE ARTSi 


9 


33 


18 



Students Absent for Both Tests 
Students Exempt from Both Tests : 
Other Students Not Tested 

Numt)^- of Students Tested 

ETHNIC COMPOSITION 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Paclftc Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 



ARD 



0 
0 



0 

0 
3 

9? 



FREEyREDUCEO PRICE MEAL PR0GF<a^4 



0 
7 
1 
19 

3 



0 
23 

3 
63 
10 



50 



CHAPTER ! PROGRAMS 
Chapter t Regular Program 
Chapter t Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 
Chapter t Migrant Remedial Reading Program 

_Chapter I Migrant Remedial Writing Proq rani 0 0 

OTHER REMEDIAUCOMPENSATORV PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED 
Remedial Mathematics • TEAMS-Based 3 10 
Remedial Language Arts - TEAMS'Based 3 10 



1 

0 
0 



Language _ _ _ 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCV/BILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS 
Limited English Proficient Students 30 100 ^ 

Bilingual Program 0 ^ ^ 

Engli sh as a Second La nguage Program 18 60 ^ 

RTROGftAMS 



SPECIAL EDUCATIO 
Learning Disability 
Emollonatly Disturbed 
Speech Handicapped 
Visually Handicapped 

CMher Handictfp ping Condition 

^WTEiyn TOkrED PROGRAM 
"GRADUATION PLANS 

Regular 

Adv anced/Advanced with Hono rs 

TDRTIRDDDS-ERROLLMENT IN DISTRICT 
One or Two Years 
Three Years or More 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



■3 ^ 



28 
2 



93 
7 



15 
15 



50 
50 



BASED ON 



Passed All Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Both Tests 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY c : 'k^u i 

29 STUDENTS WHO T OOK ONE OR BOTH TE STS 

55 



XT 
16 
2 
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TEXAC EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

SUMMARY REPORT 



LIHITED EHOLISH PROFICIEHT STUDENTS 



DISTRICT I 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: NOVEHOER 1966 
DATE OF testing: 0CT03ER 1986 
GRAUE: 12-EXn LEVEL 



jccr 

r£ST£D 



3f 



55 



M 
A 
T 
H 
E 
M 
A 
T 
I 

C 

s 



L 
A 
H 
G 
U 
A 
G 

e 

A 
R 
T 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OOJECTtVES 



MASTERING 
NUMBER PERCENT 



NOT 
MASTERING 
NUMOER 



l.SEqUEriCIIIG OF NUMBERS 
2.f;0UNDING OF tlUMDERS 
JL^flUIVALENClfS. 



^ . EXPOMEItTI AL/STANDARD NOTATION 
5. FRACTIONS. MIXED NUMHERS 
fj^nFciriAts c>>-,K.n 

7. INTEGERS 



75 
50 
J5_ 



S8 
63 



8. MULTIPLE OPERATIONS 

_a.eROEQRTimi 



10. PERCENT 
n.llEASURENENT UNITS 

J2.OE0I1ETRXC.EORHULAS 

IS.GEUItEIRIC PROPERTIES 
1^. AVERAGES 
«15.ER0J5ABILII!C 



75 
63 



^0 
50 



16. CHART S, GRAPHS 

17. FURnULAS 
Ufi^QUAIIonS 



75 

-5SL 



88 
63 



STUDENTS /ESTEDi 8 TOTAL MATHEMAtlCSi 

HATNEItATICS SCALED SCOREt 711 

PREDICTED NATIONAL IIATHEHATICS PERCENTILE RANKi 46 



75 



1. KAIN IDEA 

2. CONTEXT CLUES 
_5JI0RD.STRUCTURE_ 



SPECIFIC DETAILS 
5. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 

JLJ)BAUIll(LCPUCLUSiDllS 

7. FACT* OPINION 

i. REFERENCE SOURCf; IDENTIFICATION 
_2^EEEBENCE-S0MRCEJ1SAQ£_ 



12 
11 



29 
64 



10 



86 
79 

^91 



10. LITERARY ANALYSIS 

11. CAPITALIZATION 

ja.EuncjUAiicN 

13 -PELLING 

1^. CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 
J5^EUTENC£-3IRUCTURF 

16. SENTENCE COMBINING 

17. PROOFREADING 
-ia^.0RGANXZAT10N^KIUS 



29 
71 

57 
64 



29 
36 
7 



64 
0 

-56_ 



STUDENTS TriTEDi 14 TOTAL LANGUAGE APTSi 5 36 

LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED SCOREt 668 

PREDICTED NATIONAL READING CO!tP. (READING) PERCENTILE RANKi 08 
PRfnTf^TF p NAT^pNAt t ANG UAOF (HRITTNO) PERCENTILF RAHKt 12 



10 
5 



2 
3 

4 
0 



6 
5 

10 

9 

-15. 

5 
14 

_1 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 

BASED OH THE TOTAL NUMBER OF ANSWER OOCHMENTS SUBUITTCO 



NUMBER 



PERCENT 



To(fl Numl or of Answe/ Oocumenls Sut>mtlted 
Sludents AC^soot tor Bom Te-Ms 
StudeD(9 Exoir^ Hom Both Tests 
Other Students Not Tested 
Ntirnhrtr of SfiKlcntj Te5»etJ 



15 
0 
0 
1 

Ji. 



100 
0 
0 
7 
93 



33 

0 
47 
20. 
4; 



-ETHNlCXOMPOSniON' 
Ameitoin lndi«n or AUskAn N»Uvo 
Asian or Padflc tsl«nder 
Buck 
Hispanic 

"E^^PTEKlTRO^bWff 

Cfupte; i RcQul&f ProgrAm 0 0 

Chapter 3 Mtgrst^ RcmodUt MjUhemttlcs Progf«m 0 0 

Otnpter I Mtgr«iit Rciixtila! RcaOtnn.Proofnm 0 0 

Rcmcc^^ MMhemalics • TEAMS-Oased 2 13 
Remedial Lwouaqe A»1s • TEAMS-Based 53 

Tn^ilEITERGnSFrPfitJFfCIENCWBlUNGUALyESrPROXSRSWS 
Umtted EiKlMsh Proftdcnt StudeiUft 15 100 
Btttngual Progr^nt * 0 0 
Engltst) fts« Second Lanaua(Vo Prooram 12 80 

"SPECISCEDOCATIDNTROeRAWS 

Learning DlsfiUttly 0 0 

Emotionally Dlstu't>ed 0 0 

Spoecfi Handicapped 0 0 

Visually Handicapped 0 C 

aher Han dic/tpp laq Condllton Q. 0 

*13intD7TAfERYEirPB5GE5M 

■gWdusti 



Regular 

Advnuccrt/Advancett wtiti Honors 

-c'ORrrinuuus"ENRoaMENn>fDisTRicr 

Ona or Two Years 
Tf^ee Years or More 



15 
0 



100 
0 



40 

60 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY 
tlAUDON TilC NUMtlLU 01 bTUUlMTS WMO TtXDK OMCUfi t»OTII TCS1S 



Possed Al! Tests Taken 
Failed Ono Test Only 
Failed Ootri Tests 



14 



TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 



SUMMARY REPORT 

t^HITED EUGLISH PROFICI.IENT STUDENTS 



DESTRlCTi 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT OATE: hay 1987 
DATE OF TESTING: HAY 1987 
GRADE: 12-eXIT LEVEL 



.iCCT 
rE3T£C 



TEST PEUFOnMAr4Ce 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING ■ uAcippiwr 
NUMBER. PERCENT 'V^uJ^b^Jr^ 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 
BASED ON 9 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 



NUMBE.. 



PERCENT 



M 
A 
T 
H 
E 
M 
A 

T 
I 

C 

s 



L 
A 
N 
G 
U 
A 

E 

A 
R 
T 
S 



l.SEQUENCINO OF NUMBERS 
2.R0UHDINO OF NUMBERS 
_l.E9UiyALEUCl£S 

4 . EXPONENTIAL/STANDARD NOTATION 

5. FRACTIONS* MIXED NUMBERS 
£J)ECItlkLS-JLtLrxJLLiJ 



NO DATA REPORTED FOR 
FEMER THAN 5 STUDENTS 



7.IIITF.GERS ( + ) 

8. MULTIPLE OPERATIONS 

9 , P ROPOR TION 



10. PCRCFMT 

11. MEASUREMENT UNITS 



15. GEOMETRIC PROPERTIES 
14. AVERAGES 
LlS^RO^ftUlUIY- 



16. CHARTS* GRAPHS 

17. FORMULAS 
^d^PUAUOIIS 



STUDENTS TESTEDt 2 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREt 



TOTAL MATHEMATICS! 



1. MAIN IDEA 

2. CONTEXT CLUES 
l_5JJQ8IL^IRiiCIiiaE_ 



SPECIFIC DETAILS 
5. SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 
^DB AUI11QJ:.?NCL US I QNS 



7. FACT# OPINION 

8. REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION 
^eEERENC£-5Q!ifiCE_JlSAfi£ 



10. LITERARY ANALYSIS 

11. CAPITALIZATION 
_12JEUNCIUAIIflN 



15. SPELLING 

CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 

_i5^5ENIENCK^STRUCIURE 

16. SENTENCE COMBINING 
17. PROOFREADING 
J.LJmQAmZATIQN. SKILLS 



STUDENTS TESTEDt 8 TOTAL LANGUAGE ARTSt 

LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED SCOREt 650 



3 58 
5 65 
1 15 



7 88 

5 63 
Z 25_ 



5 58 

7 88 

8 100 



7 88 

A 50 

0 JL 



2 25 
0 C 
A I 



c 

0 



58 



i 1 



students Absent for Both Tost) 
Students Excntpt frcm Both Tests : ARD 
Other Students Not Tested 
Numt)er of Students Tested 



ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
American tndian or Alaskan N&tlvj 
Asian or PtclSiC tsiander 
Black 
Hispanic 
VVhito 



11 
0 
0 

89 



TREE/REDUCED PRICE MEArVRO'GKAMT 



0 
4 
0 
5 
0 



44 
0 

56 
0 



"CTWPTER'rPRSGRAWS' 

Chapter I Regular Program 0 0 

Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0 

Chapter I Migrant Hemedtal Reading Program 0 0 

Cliopicr I Ulorant Remedial WritlroPronrflm ^0 0 

-DTHERT?EMEDIAUC0MP£NS5^TORYTR0BR7^M5^:AMS^ 
Remedial 'Matlwmatlca •'TEAMS-Oascd 1 11 
'^Remedial Lang uage Ar ts • TEAMS«Bosed 6 67 

rirrn^nSFTPROFfClENCY/BILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS 
Limited English Protlclent Students 9 100 
Bilingual Program 0 0 
Engli sh as a Second • angurqe P'ogf am 8 89 

Learning Otsablltty 0 0 
Emotionally Disturbed 0 0 
Speech Handicapped 0 0 
Visually Ka.^lcapped 0 0 
Other Handicappin g Condition C 0 

IS TFTClOT/^iEEl^ 0 0 

'jm 



ISRADUATION PLANS 

Regular 

AdvaiKed/Advanced with Honors 



irOfniNUOOSTRROlTWENT IN DiSTRiCT 
One rr Two Years 
Three Year* or More 



100 

0 



78 
22 



B ASED ON 



Passed All Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Both Tests 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY . 

8 STUDENTS VtfHO TOOK ONE OR BOTH TESTS 

3 Sb 

4 50 
1 15 



367 



112 



368 
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55 



6/ 

5^5 



82- 











67 
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^3 
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V7 
^7- 
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86.22 . Attachment E-6 

(Paqe 3 of 5) 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management and Information 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

December 9, 1986 



This suiraner, the "Big Eight" school districts were asked to answer some 
qu(??tions about their Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) student population. 
It was hoped that this context information might help in interpreting TEAMS 
results for LEP students. 

Figure 1 shows that the languages represented vary considerably. 

§ The percentage of Hispanic LEP students ranged from 80% in Fort Worth 
to 99% in San Antonio and Ysleta. 

B The total number of languages represented ranged from 8 in Ysleta to 
87 in Houston. 

Figure 2 illustrates that most districts exit LEP students after three or four 
years but criteria vary. 

9 Six out of eight districts listed three to four years as the average 
time it took for LEP students to exit the program. Houston listed a 
shorter time of two years and Fort Worth did not provide that 
information. 

a The majority of exited students do tend to score above the 40th %ile. 
However, exit guidelines and the percentage of students exiting 
between the 23rd .and 39th percentile and those exiting above the 40th 
percentile do seem to vary among the districts. 

The percentage of LEP students dominant in English and another language varies 
considerably across the Big Eight. 

« Corpus Christi reported the highest percentage of English-dominant 
students. 

Q At grades 3 and 5, Houston reported the highest percentage of other 
language dominant students; at grades 7 and 9$ Ysleta reported the 
highest percentage of other language dominent students. 

A new question thct has come up is how the LEP population his increased in the 
districts in the last three years. Austin's LEP countr for the last three 
years have been 2,628, 2,976, and 3,722 (without ?ra-K). Thus, the LEP K-12 
population in Austin has risen about 42%. How about your districts? (El Paso 
indicated their number LEP has been fairly stable.) The percentage of new 
LOTE students identified as LEP (Bill Denton's data) is also relevant. 
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Attachmei't E-6 
(Page 4 of 5) 



DloTRICT 


TOTAL # 
LANGUAGES 


% 

SPANISH 


% 

VIETNAMESE 


% 

OTHER 


Austin 


45 


87S 


6% 


7% 


Corpus 
Christi 




OQV 
VO% 


IX 


1% 


Dallas 


50 


SIX 


2% 


7% 


£1 Paso 


15 


9Q% 


- 


Z% 


Ft« Wo.Ji 


42 




lOX 


10$ 


Houston 


87 


m 


5X 


8X 


San Antonio 


10 


99% 




IX 


YslQta 


8 


99% 


<*!% 


<l% 



Figure 1. LEP POPULATIONS IN BIG EIGHT — TOTAL 
LANGUAGES REPRESENTED AND PERCENTAGE 
SPANISH, VIETNAMESE AND OTHER. 



District 


Average Years 
To Exit 


New Exits - 
23rd - 39th Xil 


Criteria Used 
3 >.40th Xile 


Tests 


Austin 


4 


37X 


63X 


I TBS 
TAP 


Corpus 
Christi 


3 


N/A 


N/A 




Dallas 


3-4 


4.5X* 
40X** 


94X* 

373;** 


IT8S 
TAP 


El Paso 


4 




40X*** 


IT8S and 
OLDH/PM 


Ft, Worth 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 




Houston 


2 


26X 


GIX 


I TBS 
TAP 


San Antonio 


3 


R»31X 
LA«18S 


R=513; 
LA»72* 


1978 Metro- 
politan 


Ysleta 


3 


R»29% 
LA«17X 


R=71X 
LA»83X 


HAT6 



* Elementary must exit lAQt. 

** Secondary allowed exit between 23X-39X In 1986 for the firs^ time. 
*** These percents don't total to lOOS because El Paso exited 492 of their students 
below the 23rd percentile. 



KOTE— Not sure why some districts' percentages do not total 1002. 



Figure 2. AVERAGE YEARS TO EXIT AND PERCENTAGES EXITED AND 
CRITERIA USED. 
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ERIC 
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X 
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Grade 
District 


% 

English 


3 
% 

Balanced 


t 

Other 


% 

English 


5 
% 

Balanced 


% 

Other 


X 

English 


7 
X 

Balanced 


X 

Othsr 


English 


9 
X 

Balanced 


X 

Other 


Austin 


2U 


m 


60X 


25X 


32X 


43X 


29X 


37S 


34X 


18X 


23X 


59X 


CorpiiS Chris ti 


Sl% 




17X 


74S 


8X 


18X 


55X 


36X 


9X 


56X 


37S 


7X 


OalU) 


53X 


31X 


6S 


69X 


21X 


23X 


49X 


44X 


172 


38X 


53X 


9X 


£1 Paso 


m 


31X 


58S 


13X 


SIX 


35X . 














Ft. Worth 


N/A 


H/f. 


K/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


H/A 


N/A 


N/A 


K/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Houston 


16X 


* 


85£ 


2IX 


* 


79X 


43X 


* 


57X 


54X 


* 


45X 


San Antonio 


492 


27X 


2SX 


45S 


14X 


41X 


39X 


21X 


40X 


34X 


20X 


45X 


Ysleta 


68X 




32X 


86X 




14X 


34X 




66X 


14X 




86X 



LAS used in Houston, San Antonto, Dallas. Austin used PAL and LAB. 
*Houston does not calculate ^'balanced" bilingual. 

Figure 3. PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISH DOMINANT. BALANCED-BILINGUAL AND OTHER LANGUAGE DOMINANT LEP STUDENTS. 
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sMUs TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

^^^"^^ SUMMARY REPORT 



ALL STUDENTS 



DISTRICT! 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: JUNE 1987 
DATE OF TESTING: APRIL 1987 
grade: 01-SPANISH 



JEcr 

AREAS 
TESTED 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING 
NUMBER .PERCENT 



NOT 
MASTERING 
NUMBER 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS - ' T * 

BASED ON 316 ANSWZR DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED . 
" ' ^ " ^ ^ ^ NUMBER PERCENT 



00 
cn 



ro 
ro 



l.SECUENCIA DE NUMEROS 

2. VALOR DE POSICJON 

3, C0fiP ARACI0N DE f4UMER0S 



<^.SUMAS 
S.RESTAS 

JL£RQBLEtJaS«BAZOHADDi 



260 
29^ 
25a 



7. HIDIEND0 EL TIEMPO 

8. FIGURAS 6E0METRICAS 



278 
268 
288 
261 
296 



86 
98 



^1 
7 



92 
89 



87 
98 



23 
33 
13 



Students MysenX for All Tests 
Students Exempt from Ail Tests : ARD 
Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 
0»" *x Students Not Tested 
Numb er of Students Tested 



^0 
5 



STUDENT? TESTEDi 301 TOTAL MATHEMATICS i 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE i 85^ 



26 ^ 



37 



"ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
Amerlcar^ Indian or Alaskan Natlvo 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 



1 
5 
0 
9 

30X 



0 
2 
0 
3 
95 



[TREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 



0 
0 

1 

302 
13 



"Z77- 



l.IDEA PRINCIPAL 
2.REC0N0CIMIENT0 DE PALABRAS 
I iJILAiiESJ}£^QUIEXIO_ 



4. CCRRESP0HDENCIA DE DIBUJO Y QRACICN 

5. ANALISIS FOHETICO 

JLJ)EIALLESJSB£CIEJLCQS 



2^^ 
297 

223^ 



81 
99 
74 



57 
-Z8 



7.SECUENCIA DE EVENTOS 
8.ANTICIPAND0 DESENLACES 



277 
266 
246 



228 
223 



92 
88 
82 



76 
74 



24 
35 
^5. 



73 
78 



STUDENTS TEST ED t 301 
READING SCALED SCORE i 824 



TOTAL READINGi 



259 



86 



42 



=R I PROGRAMS 

Chapter I Regular Program 147 

Chapter ] Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 

Chapter i Migrant Remedial Reading Program 6 

Chapter I Migrant Remed ial Writing Program 0 

TUMITbD ENGLiaH PROFICIENCY/BILINGUAUESL 

Limited English Proficient Students 
Bilingual Program 

English as a Second L angua ge Proqr*jm 

"SPECIAL EDUCATlURTfeRAIiTlS 

Learning Disability 2 

Emotionally Disturbed 2 

Speech Handicapped 6 

Visually Handicapped 0 

Other Handicapping Condition 0_ 



0 
0 

r 

4 



47 
0 
2 
0 



PR0GRA"M5" 
316 100 
287 . 91 
1 0 



Other HandlcapDing Condition 

■7?[FTED7TAtENTEirPRU5RW 



l.USO DE MAVUSCULAS 
a.PUNTUACION 



246 
233 

2^6 



82 
77 



55 
68 



"PRF7[O05T^IRDER5ARTEN ATTENDANCE 

Half-day 3 1 
Fullday 25^ 80 
Did Not Attend 59 19 



STUDENTS TESTEDj 301 
WRITING SCALED SCORE i 842 



TOTAL WRITINGi 



257 



85 



44 



RAS£D ON 301 
Passed All Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Two Tests Only 

PaUaH All ThrA^ TacIo 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY. ^ - , . 

STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS 

227 75 
38 13 
23 8 

15 S_ 
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TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS 

SUMMARY REPORT 



ALL STUDENTS 



DISTKICTi 227-901 AUSTIN ISD 



REPORT DATE: MAY 1987 
DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987 
GRADE: 03-SPANISH 



SUB- 
JECT 
AREAS 
TESTED 



M 
A 

T 
H 
E 
M 
A 

•T(: 

I 

c 



R. 
■ EV 

A 
•D 

(. 



w 

R 

"I; 
•T 

,G ' 



TEST PERFORMANCE 



OBJECTIVES 



MASTERING 
NUM3ER PERCENT 



NOT 
MASTERING 
NUMBER 



l.ORDENAR NUMEROS 
2. VALOR DE POSICION 
5.NUMERACIQN 



4. NUMEROS EH FORMA DESARROLLADA 

5. FRACCI0NES 

6.SUMAS 



127 
121 



7 • RESTAS 
sipROBLEMAS RAZONADOS C-f) 
9>PR0BLEHAS RAZONADOS (-) 



135 
140 



127 
149 
118 



10. UNIDADES DE MEDIDA 97 

11. MODELOS VISUAIES 153 

STUDENTS TESTED J 159 TOTAL MATHEMATICS i 137 
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREt 802 



l.IDEA PRINCIPAL 
2.REC0N0CIMIENTG DE PALAFiRAS 



4. PALABRAS COMPUESTAS 

5. ANALISIS FONETICO 

6. PETALLE S gSPFCTFTCOf? 



Ill 
141 

J15- 



7.SECUENCIA DE EVENTOS 
8.ANTICIPAND0 DESENLACES 
9>TABLA DE CONTENIDO 



131 
132 



128 
134 
149 



STUDENTS TESTED J 156 
READING SCALED SCOREt 836 



TOTAL READINGS 



150 



Jl.USO DE MAYUSCULAS 
2.PUNTUACI0N 
S.nRTOGRAFTA 



4. C0NC0RDANCIA DE SUJETO Y VERBO 

5. ESTRUCTURA IDE ORACIONES 

6. C0RREGIR 



142 
121 
146 



7.US0 DE CONJUNCIONES 



155 
139 



136 



STUDENTS TESTED I 159 
HRITING SCALED SClREt854 



TOTAL WRITINGt 



151 



80 
76 
95 



85 
88 
-85- 



80 
94 
76 

Tl" 
96 

86 



72 
90 



84 
85 
89 



82 
86 
96 



96 



89 
76 



97 
87 

JZ_4 
8. 



95 



32 
38 



24 
19 

-13. 



32 
10 
_41 



62 
6 

22 



45 
15 
41 



25 
24 

JLl 



28 
22 
7 



17 
38 
A5. 



GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 
BASED ON 170 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 



NUMBER 



Students Absent for All Tests 
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 
Students Exempt f'-om All Tests : LEP 
Other Students Not Tested 
Number of Students Tested 



ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 



0 
8 
3 
0 

159 



0 
5 
2 
0 
94 



FREE/REpUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM " 
CHAPTER I PROGRAMS 
Chapter I Regular Program 
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 
Chapter t Migrant Remedial Reading Program 
Chapter I Mhrant Remedial Writing Program 



0 
0 

1 

166 

3 

T5r 



0 
0 

1 

98 
2 



91 



97 
0 

7 
0 



57 
0 
4 
0 



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFIClENCYyBIUNGUAUESL PROGRAMS 
limited English Proficient Students 170 100 
Bilingual Program 152 89 
English as ^1, Second language Prgy am 4 2_ 



SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Learning Disability 
Emotionally Disturbed 
Speech Handicapped 
Visually Handicapped 
Other Handicapp in g Condition 



PROGRAM 



20 
42 



23 



GIFTEDyTALL _ 
MODE OF ENTRY 
Alternative to Social Promotion 
Retained 
Promote<< 



4 
0 
5 
0 

2 



CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT 
One or Two Years 

Three Years or More 



8 
7 

155 



5 
4 
91 



74 
96 



44 
56 



00 

ro 
ro 



PERCENT 



_Chapter I M i gra nt Remedial Wri t ing Pro gram P 0 

OTHER REMEDIAUCOMPENSATORY PROGRAMS • TEAMS-BAsEd 
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 5 3 

Rer^iedlal Reading - TEAMS-Based 83 49 

Remedial Writing - TEAMS-Based __5 _ 5_ 



BASED ON 159 
Passed All Tests Taken 
Failed One Test Only 
Failed Two Tests Only 
Failed A!' T^''^'* Jgs*? 



PASS/FAIL SUMMARY : 

STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE JESTS 

US 5^ 

13 11 
6 ^4 

— 3 o - C -- 
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LANG Masterfile 



Purpose 

The LANG Masterfile was used to provide basic information on LEP children of 
the District and to provide data addressing the following decision and 
evaluation questions. 

Decision Question D2 ; Should staffing be changed or increased to 
better meet the needs of LEP students? 

Evaluation Question 02-1: How many LEP students does AISD have? 
" By grade 

— By school 

— By language 

— By dominance (elementary) 

— By special education status 

— By parent denial status 

Evaluation Question D2-2 : What percent of AISD's new 1986-87 LOTE 
students became LEP (Spanish only and all)? 

Evaluation Question D2-3 : What is the dominance of this year's new 
tEP Students compared to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and 
elementary versus secondary)? How many new LEP students were 
classified as limited in both English and Spanish? 

Evaluation Question D2-5 : How many Spanish and Vietnamese LEP 
students are served by the Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) 
Program? English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) Program? Neither? 
How many other LEP students are served by ESL? No program? 



Procedure 

The LANG Masterfile is a District computer file maintained to provide 
up-to-date information on all students who have a language other than English 
indicated on their Home Language Survey (HLS). Of particular interest are 
those students of limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, State, and 
local guidelines require that these students be provided special language 
instruction until such time as their language-related achieve^ jnt and English 
proficiency improves to criterion levels. Identification and update 
information is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for monitoring and 
meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils. A number of District 
departments request a wide variety of information from these files on an 
as-needed basis. Thus, quick and accurate responses are essential. 

The screen format changad this year to accommodate some changes in data 
collection and to make it easier to read. Complete information on the new 
screen is included as Attachment F-1* 
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The data analyst updated the LANG file with the Student Masterfile each Monday 
to reflect any changes (grade, ID number, or school) made to the Student 
Masterfile during the week. The weekly update kept our file as accurate as 
possible, which made information sent out to the schools more useful. The 
file was also updated with the 5EMS which is the Special Education file- If 
any of the LEP students were on that file, those students were designated as 
Special Ed LEP students. 

Identification 

At the beginning of school each year, the LPAC (Language Proficiency 
Assessment Committee) is instructed to identify all students new to the 
district, obtain home language surveys from their parents, and follow-up on 
students whose survey indicates a language other than English is used in the 
home. All of this must be done within four weeks of the students' entry to 
school. The same procedure is also followed for students who enter school 
during the year. The identification process entails the administration of an 
English language test to determine the student's proficiency in English. 
Students who fail to establish proficiency are classified as limited English 
proficient (LEP) and must be provided special instruction. The type of 
special instruction required is based on the student's English language 
proficiency and proficiency in the native language. Dominance is established 
for Hispanic pupils by comparing Spanish and English scores obtained from 
tests designed to assess dominance— IDEA Oral Language of Proficiency Test I 
(IDEA), elementary; Language Assessment Battery (LAB), secondary. Non- 
Hispanic LEP pupils are assessed for dominance via a parent interview. Those 
students in grades 2-12 who "pass" the English proficiency test must also be 
tested with a standardized achievanent test. Those who fail to reach 
criterion are identified as LEP and must be provided special instruction. 

The forms that need to be filled out and sent to ORE are the New Entry Form 
and the Program Approval /Disapproval form. Once sent in, the information is 
entered into the LANG screen. 

Official LEP Count 

TEA requests a count of the number of LEP students each fall. In 1986-87, it 
was due on November 1. The counts were run October 23, 1986 to be consistent 
with previous years (school started later this year). 

Prekindergarten counts were the last to come in from some schools because the 
LPAC coordinator and pre-K teachers did not communicate clearly in all schools 
as to whose responsibility it was to identify the LEP students. and send in the 
completed forms. Once it was made clear, the forms started coming in. As it 
turned out, in some schools the pre-K teachers did all the testing and the 
LPAC chair sent in the necessary forms. In other schools the pre-K teacher 
did everything and in others the LPAC chair did everything. 

There were problems, however, at all grade levels; several schools were very 
slow in sending in any of the LEP information. Numerous attempts were made to 
get the completed forms sent in before October 23rd, even though the deadline 
had been September 30th. The Evaluation Associate for District Priorities, 
the bilingual coordinators, the Director of Bilingual Education, and the 
supervising principals all made calls to the problem schools In an attempt to 
get a better response rate. 
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To alleviate the problem next year, the Director of Bilingual Education, the 
coordinator for the secondary bilingual program and the evaluator in charge of 
evaluating the bilingual programs met to draw up a plan to prevent some of the 
same problems from reoccurring. A summary of problems and suggestions for 
improvement is included as Attachment F-2. 

The TEA report (as sent October 29) is shown in Attachment F-3. Official 
counts were presented to the Board for their information by language, school, 
and grade (see Attachment F-4). 

Annual Reviews (L7's) 

During 1986-87, based on new requirements and consents made Dy the Texas 
Education Agency (TEA) during their monitoring visits, the L7's were revised. 
Copies of the new Annual Review Status Forms are included as Attachment F-5. 

In the process of changing the content of .the L7*s, the format was also 
changed. They were printed on letter size to make them easier to handle. The 
L7*s are now ore comprehensive as well. 

A new ruling (s^e Attachment F-6) on retesting of kindergarten and first grade 
students scoring above the 40th percentile in Reading and Language Arts on tne 
ITBS will also change the way our L7's for grade 1 are done next year. 

Exit 

A student exits LEP status via the review process. To exit, a student must 
meet the achievement criteria involving reading and language. English 
language proficiency must also be demonstrated for students whose language and 
reading total scores are both above the 23rd %ile. The LPAC is responsible 
for reviewing each LEP student. 

This year was the first time that an attempt was made to exit parent denials. 
If a student was a parent denial but had achievement scores high enough to 
exit, an L7 was sent to the LPAC to decide whether the student should remain 
LEP or exit LEP status. If the achievement scores were less than 23, an L7 
was also sent so the student could be reoffered the program. 

Attachment F-7 includes the sample memos used when L7's were sent out to the 
schools. 

Review of Previous Exits 

Students who have exited LEP status are reviewed (one and two years after 
exiting) to determine if exiting was premature. The review is conducted in 
the late spring, along with all other reviews of LEP students. 

This year a LEP status of "5" was added to include students who had 
previously exited LEP status and have now fallen below the criteria. They 
have reentered LEP status but will be served with an alternate program (e.g.. 
Chapter 1 or tutoring) not with bilingual/ESL instruction. 
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Results 

Evaluation Question D2-1 . How many LEP students does AISD have? 

- By grade 

- By school 

- By language 

- By dominance (language) 

- By Special Education Status 

- By parent denial status 

Evaluation Question D2-2 : What percent of AISD's new 1986-87 LOTE students 
became LEP (Spanish only and all)? 

Evaluation Question D2-3 : What is the dominance of this year's new LEP 
students compared to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and elementary versus 
secondary)? How many new LEP students were classified as limited in both 
English and Spanish? (Please refer to Appendix A of this report for 
information regarding tis question.) 

Evaluation Question D2-5 : How many Spanish and Vietnamese LEP students are 
served by the Transitional Bilingual Education (TEE) Program? 
English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) Program? Neither? How many other LEP 
students are served by ESL? No program? 

Thrse different counts were run during the year. They were: 

9 Official October, 1986 counts 
• Revised October counts 
0 Spring, 1987 count 

The revised October count is based on the official October counts updated in 
Ja.nuary, 1987 with the Student Masterfile File (STUD) and Special Ed File. 
The method in which the October counts were officially calculated did not 
reflect as true a picture of LEP students enrolled in school, because some 
students who never showed up at school were still listed on the STUD file. 
The new method of calculating the numbers will be better in presenting a more 
accurate count by using the Attendance File (ATND) for elementary and the 
Student Grade Report (SGR) File for secondary. These files are more up-to-date 
in the fall. Beginning in fall, 1987, all counts will be run with the 
"revised" method. 

Figure F-1 shows the official October, 1986 counts. Figure F-2 shows the 
re/ised October, 1986 counts, and Figure F-3 shows the spring, 1987 counts. 

jv-ing the 1986-87 school year, AISD's LEP programs served 4,562 students for 
part or all of the year. Weekley updates of the file showed that the number 
of LEP students being served at the same time tends to increase until November 
and to decline thereafter during the year. The highest count of LEP students 
was for the week of November 7, with 3,871 students being served at the same 
time. 
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FIGURE F-1 

FALL, 1986-87 SUWWRY STATISTICS RESAROIKS LEP STUDENTS 
OFFICIAL OCTOBER COUIiTS* 
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4 
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[otat 


Regular LEP 


421 


544 


610 


397 


331 


299 


244 


227 


283 


144 


169 


97 


54 


33 


3,853 


1 Special Ed. 
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9 


9 


12 


25 


34 


31 


■ 35 


42 


25 


33 


17 


10 


8 


290 


Total LEP Served 


421 


553 
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409 


356 
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64 


41 
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1 of Students with 
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TOTAL LEP 
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1 Students Served 




B11. Ed« Total 


385 
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*The LAH& Masterflle Is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date Information on all students 
who have a "home language other than English" (LOTE). Of particular Interest are those LOTE students who are of 
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students be provided 
special language Instruction until such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency 
Improves to criterion levels. Identification and update Information Is recorded on the Masterflle as a basis for 
monitoring and meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils. 
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FIGURE F-2 

REVISED FALL, 1986-87 SWWARY STATISTICS REfiARDIHfi LEP STUDENTS 



GRADE 
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38 


18 


32 


20 


17 


16 


20 


14 


18 


6 


7 


8 


284 


Special Education 
































Total 


0 


8 


10 


10 


27 


34 


32 


38 


43 


24 


32 


18 


9 


8 


293 


Hispanic 


0 


7 


10 


10 


27 


31 


30 


36 


43 




31 


17 


8 


8 


278 


Vietnamese 


D 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


All Others 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


3 


1 


2 


0 


3 


1 


1 


1 


0 
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The LANG Masterfile Is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date Information on all students 
who have a "home language other than English" (LOTE). Of particular Interest are those LOTE students who are of 
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students oe provided 
special language instruction such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency improves to 
criterion levels. Identification and update information Is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for monitoring and 
meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils. 
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FIGURE r-3 

SPRING, 1986-87 SUMMARf STATISTICS RECAP.niW LEP STUDENTS 



GRADE 


PK 


K 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


Total 


Regular LEP 


430 


493 


482 


299 


246 


220 


199 


179 


186 


93 


130 


68 


32 


23 


3,080 


H Special Ed. 


4 


33 


34 


36 


42 


48 


42 


46 


39 


25 


35 


15 


7 


9 


414 


Total L£P Served 


434 


526 


516 


335 


288 


268 


241 


224 


225 


118 


165 


83 


39 


32 


3,494 


# of Students with 
































Parent Denial for 


4 


19 


22 


14 


11 


13 


27 


33 


89 


44 


100 


65 


72 


51 


SOU 


Bil./ESL Program 
























TOTAl. LEP 


438 


545 


538 


349 


29S 


281 


268 


262 


314 


162 


265 


148 


111 


83 


4,063 


Number of LEP 
































Exits in 1987 


0 


19 


43 


57 


53 


49 


40 


35 


40 


28 


29 


19 


14 


10 


441 


Average Number 
































of Years to Exit 


0 


1.1 


1.7 


2,3 


2.8 


3,4 


4.2 


4.3 


5.1 


5.6 


5,2 


4.8 


5.0 


3,7 


3.6 


4 Students Served 




81 U Ed. Total 


368 


421 


4;»2 


268 


217 


202 


177 


152 


56 


44 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2,337 


Hispanic 


359 


415 


414 


255 


204 


194 


166 


138 


56 


44 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2,245 


Vietnamese 


9 


6 


18 


13 


13 


8 


11 


14 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


92 


English as a second 
































language Total 


62 


71 


49 


31 


29 


18 


22 


27 


130 


48 


130 


68 


32 


23 


740 


Hispanic 


15 


24 


21 


13 


6 


7 


6 


8 


106 


30 


101 


59 


21 


15 


432 


Vietnamese 


8 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


2 


9 


9 


15 


5 


4 


3 


57 


All Others 


39 


46 


28 


17 


23 


11 


16 


17 


15 


9 


14 


4 


7 


5 


251 


Special Education 
































Total 


4 


33 


34 


36 


42 


48 


42 




39 


25 


35 


15 


7 


9 


414 


Hispanic 


4 


30 


33 


36 


40 


41 


40 


41 


39 


22 


34 


14 


6 


9 


389 


Vietnamese 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


7 


All Others 


0 


2 


0 


0 


2 


6 


1 


2 


0 


2 


1 


1 


1 


0 


18 


LEP Status by 
































Dominance 
































Hispanic 
































Span. Dominant 


247 


309 


295 


201 


145 


115 


94 


69 


82 


51 


73 


46 


20 


10 


1,757 


Balanced 811. 


0 


4 


60 


41 


49 


59 


56 


61 


65 


27 


35 


17 


3 


10 


487 


Eng. Dominant 


130 


145 


113 


61 


53 


68 


60 


56 


54 


19 


27 


9 


%i 


4 


802 


Vietnamese 
































Viet. TJomTnant 


16 


8 


17 


14 


-13 


7 


10 


16 


9 


10 


14 


5 


4 


3 


146 


Balanced 811. 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5 


Eng. Dominant 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 



The LANG Masterfile Is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date information on all students 
who have a "home language ether than English" (LOTE). Of particular interest are those LOTE students who are of 
limited English proficiency (LEP), Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students De provided 
special language Instruction until such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency improves to 
criterion levels. Identification and update Information Is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for monitoring and 
meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils. 
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FIGURE F-** 
FALL LEP COUNT K-12 



NUMBEH OF STUeiTS 



S70I 



Based on official counts of the number of LEP students in AISD as of October, 
the following trends in these LEP counts are interesting to note, 

• October counts for the last 
three years show that AISD's 
count of LEP students is 
increasing, K-12. The 
increase between 1983 and 
1984 was Z%y the increase 
between 1984 and 1985 was 
13%, and the increase 
between 1985 and 1986 was 
25%. The total number of 
LEP students served in AISD 
has risen 43.7% between 
fall, 1983 and 1986* 
(AISD's overall enrollment, 
on the other hand, increased 
at a much slower pace {8A%) 
during this same period). 
Stabilization in the number 
of LEP students next year 
may occur because of the new 
immigration laws. 



vm 

1000 

m 

8M 




3722 



2590 



2528 



tm 



iSM 



UH 



YEAR 



IncludM all atrvcd tptnat ptfusala cxclui^iH) . 

The number, of pre-K LEP 
students rose dramatically, 
tripling from 130 in 1985 to 
421 in 1986 because of an 
expanded program. 

In the fall of 1986, 1,762 new LOTE students were processed; 
79% were identified as LEP (see Attachment F-8). 



1,386 or 



As in the past, the number of LEP students was highest at grade 1 and 
generally declined through grade 12 (gradf 7 and 9 are the two 
exceptions). Counts increased the most this year over last year at 
pre-K (224%), grade K (40%), grade 7 (70%), and grade 9 (52%). 

• The District's objective is to help its LEP students attain English 
proficiency. The number of LEP students considered proficient enough 
to exit status as LEP in 1986-87 was 446, which was 9.5% of the LEP 
population. In order for a student to exit LEP status, he/she must 
score at least at the 23rd percentile in both reading and language on 
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) or tests of Achievement and 
Proficiency (TAP). 
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o There were 551 LEP students in 1986-87 whose parents requested that 
their children not be included in any LEP-related instructional 
program. This number reflects a decrease compared to 661 students in 
1985-85. The decrease primarily reflects successful efforts to exit 
eligible students with parent denials this year (this had not been 
done previously). The percentage of the LEP population that parent 
denials represent decreased from 18% last year to 12% this year. 

• In 1986-87, 87% of the LEP students served were Spanish speakers. 
The only other language group with over 100 students was Vietnamese 
(5% of the LEP population). Overall, 51 language groups were 
represented, with Korean, Chinese, Cambodian, Arabic, and Loatian 
students most common after tlie Vietnamese (see Attachment F-9 for 
complete list). 

• Over half (57%) of the Spanish-speaking LEP students in AISD were 
dominant or monolingual in Spanish; almost all (93%) of the 
Vietnamese LEP students were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese. 

d Two thirds of the teachers responding (N=59, grades 1 through 6) to a 
districtwide survey had at least one LEP student who had limited or 
no school experience before entering AISD in 1986-87, 5% had more 
than 12 with limited or no school experience. There appears to be a 
considerable number of these LEP students; they present a special 
challenge to teachers. 



FIGURE f-Z 
LANGUAGES SPOKEN BY LEP STUDENTS 
PHE-K TO 12 ~ i 286-87 



FIGURE F-6 

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF SPANISH-SPEAKINQ L£? 
STUDENTS. PRE-K TO 12 — 1985-87 




Official Octota* ceuftta 
if thMi firvtd* 



3S0 



Appendix F 
10 



Attachment F-1 
(Page 1 of 4) 

86.22 

17.1 



HOW TO USE LANG 

t The home language file contains records of students »''ho indicatea 

the Survey of Home Language form that they spoke a language other than 
English (LOTE) at home. The home language file tells whether a student 
is currently considered a limited English proficiency student (LEP) or 
whether the student was previously considered LEP. It also provides 
other information about these students. 

c The home language file is kept by the Office of Research and Evaluation 
(ORE). Other offices and schools may view but cannot change 
information in the language file. 

To view records in the home language file: 

1. Clear the screen. 

2. Type LANG where the cursor appears. 

3. Press enter. 

4. The home language preference survey screen appears: 



ftUSTIN IKDEPENDEHT SCHOOL DISTfllCT 
HGfiE UmfiGE PREFERENCE SURVEY 

flISD STUDENT MUBER 0000000 

fUCTION" 1 



FUNCTION TYPES 

I « INOJIRH 
B « BROySE 
C = CHflf«£ 
D 'DELETE 



ENTER REQUIRED MTfl 

fEPLflCE THE ? HITH DESIRED FUNCTIW TYPE - PRESS ENTER 
TO TEJWINfiTE PRESS CLEAR 
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5. Fill in the student number. 

6. Select "B" for the function code. No other function codes are available 
for schools and offices other than ORE. 

7. Press enter. 

8. The student's home language record will appear (see this pace). If the 
student's record is not on file, the record for the student'with the 
next highest I.D. number will appear. To see the next sequential record 
on file, press enter. 

9. To view a specific record, press the > key to move cursor to the 

right of FWDs fill in the student number, and prass enter. 

10. Clear the screen twice to exit from the language file. 



flUSTIN IhCEPENDEHT SOCOL Diu.BICT 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY FILE 



STUDENT NUMBER 0000000 NWE 
SCHOOL 104 GfiflDE 04 ETWIC 4 



LEP STATUS 2 
DOHINANCC C 
LflST REVIEW 85 



ENTRY DATE 09/64 
EXIT DATE 
PROGRAM REQ 1 
PR06RM REC 



SMITH JOHN 
DOB 09/2fl/75 

RE-€NTRY DATE 
RE-EXIT DATE 
PARENT DENIAL 



FILE ID eu 



NOH-ga LPN3 NO. 002 NAME SPANISH 

PROF TESTS ENGLISH SCORE DATE GRADE 
ELE« ORIS PAL 0740 09/84 

OJRR 
Se: DRIB LAB 
OJRR LAB 



ACHIEVEMENT 



FKO 



ENB ORIS TEST RD8 
ENS EXIT TEST RDB 
ENB OJRR TEST ITBS Ki'j 30 



as ITEMS 1 002 2 002 3 



SPANISH SCORE 
ORIS PAL 0790 
CURR 
ORIS LAB 
OJRR LAB 



DATE GRACE 
09/84 



LATfi 

live 

LANS (S 



DATE 
DATE 

DATE 04/86 
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FIELDS AND CODES USED IN THE LANGUAGE FILE 
FIELD CODE 



Ethnic (Ethnicity) 



LEP STATUS 



LAST REVIB^ 
PROGRAM REQ (Required) 
PROGRAM REC (Received) 
LPAC 



Blank 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 



Unknown 

American 

Oriental 

Black 

Hispanic 

Anglo or 



Indian 



other 



0 = Not LEP due to parent request. 

1 = Not LEP 

2 = LEP 

3 = Special education LEP 

4 = Above criteria but LEP by school 

or parent override (LPAC approved). 

7 = No longer LEP. All exit criteria met. 

8 = LEP. All exit criteria met, but still 

LEP due to parent and school request. 

9 = LEP status undetermined. 



DOMINANCE (dominant language) Blank 



or 0 
A 

AL 



B 
C 
D 
E 

EL 



Unknown or not applicable 
Monolingual in other language 
Student speaks only a language 
other than English and is 
limited in it 

Dominant in other language 
Bilingual 
English dominant 
English monolingual 
Student speaks only English 
and is limited in it 



School year of last annual review (spring) 
1 = Bil. Ed. 2 = ESL 3 = Sp. Ed. LEP 
1 = Bil. Ed. 2 = ESL 3 = Sp. Ed. LEP 



student is LEP 
student not LEP 



1 = LPAC entry decision: 

2 = LPAC entry decision: 

3 = Exit: LPAC decision. 

4 = Remain LEP: LPAC decision 

5 = Grade K: Met exit criteria, but 

remains LEP due to LPAC decision. 

6 = Previous LEP student still exited. 

7 = Not exited due to retention. 
Blank = None of the above. 



PARENT DENIAL 



1 = Refused bil . ed. 
3 = Refused both 



Refused ESL 
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FIELDS AND CODES USED IN THE LANGUAGE FILE 



Fiao 



CODE 



NON-ENGL LANG NO/ 

NAME/ 
HLS ITEMS 



PROF TESTS 



ACHIEVEMENT 



This line refers to language code responses 
on the Home Language Survey (HLS), Language 
code numbers range from 1-99 • Exa^pples: 
l=Engnsh 2=Spanish 8=Vietnam8se 
HLS Items: 

l=Most common language in home, 
2=Most common language of child. 
3=No longer used. 

Language Proficiency Test Scores: 
ORIG = Original 
CURR = Current 

ELEM = Elementary (PAL or IDEA) 

PAL = Primary Acquisition of Language 

(Discontinued spring, '86) 
IDr^ = Idea Oral Language Proficiency 

Test (Started summer, '86) 
SEC = Secondary (LAB) 
Date & grade when test was taken are shown. 

Shows original, exit, & most current score. 
California Achievement Test (CAT) is 
most common for entry, Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills (ITBS) or Tests of Achievement and 
Proficiency (TAP) for current and exit 
test scores* Percentile scores are shewn 
for Reading Total (RDG) and Language Total 
(LANG) (Language only for kindergarten). 



OTHER FIELDS FOR USE BY ORE 



394 

APPENDIX F 
14 



86.22 
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Department of Management Information 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



Attachment F-2 
(Page 1 of 9) 



March 




TO: 




FROM: 



SUBJECT: LEP Procedures 



In response to your memo on LEP processing and monitoring, we have already 
worked with the bilingual staffs to try to improve processing next year. ORE 
does a number of things to help with LEP processing. The attached lists (A & 
B) summarize key events in the fall. In general, we: 

0 Send rosters, 

0 Let them know the importance of LEP processing and deadlines, 
0 Provide IDEA tests, 

0 Answer many questions on how to process students and fill in forms 
properly, 

0 Run and check accounts at key times to see how many are in and whether 
counts look reasonable. If not, schools are called by us, then 
coordinators, then Carmen, then supervising principals, then us 
(smaller group each time), 

0 Process all forms as they arrive and return as needed for corrections. 
A fonn was used for the first time this year to indicate corrections 
needed— we have a notebook including all returned. We have used 500 
forms so far— some for multiple LEP forms. Problems were major (no 
testing for example) to minor (no signature). 

0 Develop a summary of the number of forms processed by schools by key 
dates and the number returned for corrections. This year was our first 
attempt at this— it was discussed with bilingual staff and supervising 
principals. Next year we hope to refine the definition of "successful 
school" acknowledge then somehow. An attendance award may be 
appropriate. Is that possible? 

0 Send summaries of counts and perceptions of processing success to 
Carmen and Imelda; 
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We have already met with both elementary and secondary bilingual staffs orel^ 
coordinators and elementary supervising principals a^d Fredi to discuss ^ 
improvements for next year. Jim Gandy and I also talked briefly. Elementarv 
recommendations are shown in Attachment C, secondary in A« chme t 5""'"*^'^^ 



0 Provide a list of projected LEP counts by school to the warehouse to 
help avoid over-ordering by schools (maximums for each school can ll 

■ set to check reasonableness of orders-they often run out of fSms 
because some order way too many). « oui ot rorms 

° Se'nef?? oTwhU^'he^fpAr'^j'' ^'^I'M'^ any others who could 
oeneni on what the LPAC chair duties are, key processing dates 
(including new suggested deadlines for LPAC meetings et? ? and i-hp 
impact of the LEP count on funding. Some principal 'anS school sSlfs 
don't realize tho importance of LEP processing. 

0 Ask for parent denial updates In spring — not fall. 
ORE could (let's discuss): 

0 Work with bilingual staff or Jim on LEP attendance award. 

° col''I^"*°"*u ""^tFjina ESOL class enrollments with LEP rosters for the 
secondary school LPAC chairs (I would think this is avai?ab?e from Data 
Services but there were problems with LEP students not served); 

0 Enter the specific date a child was declared LEP by the LPAC rather 

at the exit 

0 Send schools a handout listing common errors and remedies:, 

° llngtl of^??il;'^ '^^^''^"^ corrections back in a certain 

0 Let LaVonne or Oscar know who the "problem" schools are-the 

supervising principals are willing to contact them bu[ we may need to 
set guidelines on what is reported. Freda said we or Imelda can 
ghost-write letters for her to send to the "probL" secondar"schools. 

Some schools take the LEP process very seriously: other do not 
Perhaps this will help accountability. 
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0 Request that schools return the October roster indicating whether all 
LEP or just Special Education LEP students are being served and how 
(bilingual, ESL, other). Jim said the auditors requested this—they 
expressed a more general concern to me that student folders at the 
schools didn't indicate this. You and Jim and I (and perhaps bilingual 
and special education staff) should probably discuss this— the LPAC and 
Special Education chairs don't seem to be communicating well at many 
schools. about responsibilities and paperwork. We plan to draft a short 
memo to bilingual and special education staff on the questions we've 
been getting (basically who's in charge of what with Special Education 
LEP students)— let us know if you would rather call a meeting. Belinda 
already talked to Carmen once. I think bilingual and special 
education staff need to develop some plans to improve communication at 
the schools about responsibilities. 

I sent you a summary February 20 on the major issues raised by the monitors 
(see Attachment E). 

While I am optimistic our plans and those of bilingual staff will help, slow 
processing (especially at the secondary level) and lost records may continue 
to be problems, in terms of processing time, the LEP process is time-consuming 
and complicated; most comes at a time of year when other responsibilities are 
also priorities; 20 days is a demanding TEA requirement. The fact that 
elementary staff will now be more familiar with the IDEA and teachers will be 
more used to testing will help. Secondary LPAC chairs were asked if they had 
Ideas for improvement. Few were offered. Perhaps you have more ideas! 

Unfortunately, student forms are sometimes lost (often in transfers acrocs 
schools). School records are the official records. It doesn't really matter 
what s on the LANG file if the paperwork is not at the school to back it up. 
We can not print" what is on the screen and provide some forms if they are a 
year old or less (New Entries, Parent Disapprovals, andT7's) but we don't 
even receive some of them they lose. We can mention the problem in the flier 
we send out but the problem may continue. 

Belinda and I would be happy to meet with you (and others) to discuss this 
further if you think it will help. 
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August 25 - 
Sept. 5 - 

Sept. 16 - 

Sept. 17 - 
October 6 - 

Oct. 13-22- 
Ongoing - 



ELEHENTARY-LEP PROCESSING SCHEDULE 



Memo to Principal/LEP Coordinator 

LEP Processing and Rosters - Informed them that rosters of 
projected LEP students at their school were being sent and that 
new students should be processed within 20 days of entry. 

Memo to LEP Coordinator/Principal 

LEP Processing— Parent Denials, L7's, IDEA Testing— Had to reoffer 
programs to parent denials, new L7's were sent for first graders 
and schools were ordering too many IDEA materials. 

Memo to LEP Coordinator/Principal 

Parent Denials Update - What forms needed to be signed with parent 
denials. 

LPAC Training Session 

Emphasized importance of LEP processing and deadlines. 
Memo to Elementary LPAC Coordinators 

LEP Rosters, Spanish Kindergarten Norms. New rosters were being 
sent and a correction in Kindergarten norms was sent. 

Called schools that had not turned in new entry forms up to this 
date. Also asked coordinators to call schools. 

Remained In constant contact with the schools throughout the 
process answering questions. We also returned forms that were 
filled incorrectly. 
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SECONDARY-LEP PROCESSING SCHEDULE 



August 22 - Met with LPAC Coordinators. 

Passed out LEP Rosters and talked about the LEP Process. Told 
them about 20-day processing and Sept. 30 deadline. 

Sept. 17 - Memo to LEP Coordinator/Principal 

LEP Processing— Parent Denials—Informed them that they need to 
reoffer program to parent denials. 

October 6 - Secondary LPAC Coordinators 

LEP Rosters - Sent new rosters and told them we had received few 
new entry forms. Asked them to send by October 10. 

Oct. 13-22 - Had Imelda's office call the schools twice to get them to send up 
LEP forms. During this time ORE also called schools that hadn't 
sent us information. 

Ongoing - Remained in constant contact with the schools throughout the 
process answering questions. We also returned forms that were 
filled incorrectly. 
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Attachment F-'^ 

Improving LEP Identification Procedures (page 6 "of 9)" 
Meeting of December 12, 1986 



Concern 



'Suggestions for Improvement 



1. Wasteful Ordering of Forms 



2. Distribution of Bilingual/ESL 
Handbook 



3. Meet September 30 deadline 



4. Identification of Pre-K LEP 
students 



5. LEP Coordinator training 



Formulate master list of schools 
with LEP counts 

Provide liste to Loretta at 
Central Warehouse 

Check to see if all LEP 
Coordinators have a copy 



Discard 
Handbook 



old LPAC Committee 



Written and verbal reminders 



Flyer <^ 0€^^ i^oliA-dt frch'i^''^^^^ 
Meet with APT' for suggestions ' 7^ 



Emphasizes this area in LEP 
Coordinator Training 

Train all Pre-K teachers • 



Qt- ntc-n-c 



Meet with Anita Uphaus and Elma 
Berrones on January 16, 1986 

Make a composite list of Pre-K 
students tested in the spring 
and make list available to each 
campus 

Spring session on April 29, 1987 

Sample packet of LEP forms 

Fall session in August, 1987 

Flyer of responsibilities of LEP 
coordinator 



ERIC 



APPENDIX F 
20 



400 



/I »1 



ERIC 



Attachment F-2 

86-22 ^ (Page 7 of 9) 

ORE SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE LEP PROCESS 
AT THE SECONDARY LEVEL 

ISSUE: Most LEP records were returned after the Sept- deadline this year- We 
would like to talk about ways central and school personnel could make 
processing smoother and more complete next year- The following are some 
suggestions- 

1- Clarify who's responsible for monitoring various aspects of 
processing and compliance (at the central and school 
level): 

Central 

Exampl es— testi ng , Imel da 

answering questions about processing ORE or Imelda 

.requirements, 

answering questions about instructional Imelda 
requirements 

checking school records, Imelda 
meeting deadlines. ORE or Imelda 

producing rosters, maintaining file " ORE 

2. Appoint LPAC chair early- 
Make sure LPAC chair and principal have been informed of the schools' 
specific responsibilities verbally and in writing by early September- 
IR: -Continue to have training session early; walk through process - 

-Videotape proper testing procedures (ask schools) - 

-Emphasize (at principal and LPAC chair meetings) even more 
the importance and impact of LPAC on funding, student 
instruction, etc- and the importance of the principal 
allowing time for LPAC chair to complete duties- 

-Update manual annually as needed (with ORE review) - 
ORE: -Develop short newsletter describing key LPAC chair duties, 
timelines, and their importance for instruction and funding- 

-Send newsletter with first roster to principals and LPAC 
chairs; use SGR file for roster to improve accuracy- 

3. Ask schools to order 1987-88 forms at the end of the 1986-87 school 
year; toss revised forms - 

4. Set dates for completion of most testing (Sept- 15) and processing 
(Sept- 28)- Send reminder memo mid-Sept- 

5. Continue to answer questions as received- Check with schools late in 
September for questions and problems based on the number of forms 
received - 

6. Make sure proper testing is occurring- Try to get schools to test 
earlier in Sept- or have two sessions (somehow start earlier)- 
Recommend ESL teacher do testing at Murchison and Travis- Test only new 
s tu dents - 
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Attachment F-2 

86.22 (PaaeOof9) 

February 20, 1987 

TO: David D. and Glynn 

FROM: Nancy Hcl^^^ . ^ • 

SUBJECT: Bilingual issues related to attendance visit: 

SPECIAL EDUCATION LEP STUDENTS: The educational placementeof Special 
Education LEPs were not always- noted as such on forms readily accessible 
to monitors (whether Special Education, LEP, or both). They said it was 
not always noted whether the cm Id even was LEP. Whether there is a • 
problem or not with forms or where they are kept should be explored. 
Julie Lyons received a roster cf the current special education LEPs and 
was checking her files to see they were noted as such (probably on the 
SEMS). Cantien says the LPAC and Li.T coordinators at the campus are 
supposed to meet periodically to exchange information. Sometimes they 
are the ssme person. At least one special education form asks about LEP 
status. That's all I know. I am not sure how many of the 44 students 
they disallowed were Special Education LEPs. 

SERVICE OF REGULAR LEP STUDENTS: From what I heard, they found some 
students who were marked as LEP but not served (especially at 
secondary). We assume all LEPs are being served. Rosters indicate the 
service we think LEP students are getting. If not, schools are to call 
us about discrepancies or send appropriate disapprovals. Some schoo.s do 
LEP orocessing better than others. So:ne secondary schools coordinate 
scheduling better between the LEP coordinator and the registrar than 
others. Some schools seem to have touble finding the time to do LEP 
processing and scheduling at key times (like September) because of the 
scheduling load. We discussed this. at the secondary LEP coordinator 
meeting and heard only two ideas from the group on how to improve things 
at the school level. One was to send the student to the LEP coordinator 
for scheduling as soon as the registrar sees the Home Language Survey. 
The other was for the LEP coordinator to insist that his. or her 
scheduling load be lighter than other counselors in September unless they 
wanted to help with LEP processing. We shared ideas with them on what 
central could do. 

One thing we haven't done is to match rosters of those in ESL class with 
those in the LEP roster. I would think that was something the LEP 
coodinator at the school did automatically but maybe not. We could 
develop a program to do this and supply to the schools and/or Imelda. 
One other secondary problem appears to be that. LEP folders are seldom if 
ever checked by anyone from central. Unless they call, Imelda primarily 
tells them what is to be done and trusts them to check themselves at the 
school. (We do send her the rosters.) 

At elementary, Maria Ramirez goes out to check the LEP folders and the 
coordinators are at the schools more too to field questions (although 
they worilmore with teachers on instruction than LEP coordinators on 
i.f{i64il%?in. There are some coordination problems with preK in that 
Anita and Elma handle that group fairly exclusively but the bilingual and 
preK coordinators- met lately to discuss problems and solutions. We met 
with the coordinators -'too and discussed ways to do things better. Carmen 
has a meeting scheduled with LaVonne and the supervising principals to 
discuss what the schools can do better. 
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86.22 (Page 9 of 9) 

\ 

PROCESSING DATES: The monitors asked me about why the printout counted 
students as LEP for all of October even if the LPAC acted later in the 
month. This was never an issue under old funding rules. In fact, we 
just keep a month on the screen (Jonathan used to have just season) 
They argued kids shouldn't be counted until the LPAC signed off just like 
special education. We could argue that this is different because 
students are often served before the LPAC acts because the LPAC meets 
infrequently on large numbers of students— not on one at a time. They 
did not mention that we should keep track of the real date on the screen 
in the exit conference. I don't know whether they penalized us or not 
because of it or expect it next time. If they do, slow processing by the 
schools will cost us a bunch. r- a jr 

The problem I think we have already tried to address is ways to improve 
the speed of LEP processing (more successfully at elementary than 
secondary). 

One big meeting as a follow-up to the visit might be productive if folks 
were asked what actions they've taken about specific problems or issues, 
m addition to those you mentioned to me, Julie Lyons might be a good • 
special education representative. Smaller follow-up meetings or calls or 
memos about specific problems might be productive. 
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Attachment F-3 
(Page 1 of 2) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management Infonnation 



October 30, 1986 



TO: Members, Board of Trustees 

FROM: Glynn L i gon,..-^^^^ 



THROUGH: John Ellis 
SUBJECT: Official LEP Count 




anguage. This information aetermines whether they are eligible for placement 
fJon inn^"u °^ ^"S^ish as a second language programs. Parents must 

then approve or disapprove such service. 

Properly identifying LEP students impacts student instruction, bil ingual/ESL 
teacher placement, and AISD funding from the State. (The October attendance 
of LEP students is examined separately from the rest of the student body and 
weighted in determining the level of funding.) ' ^-i-uucml ooay ana 

Enclosed are the official October counts of limited-English-proficient fLEPl 
students in AISD (by language, school, and grade). P^oncient (UHj 

\3W requires that members of the Board of Trustees and TEA be infomied 
of the LEP count each fall. 
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Austin ISP 



District Namo 



instructions: See back. 



TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
• Bilin gual Education-Fal l Surve y 
Project/Program School Year 1986-87 
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Coumy*District No. 



I. Composite grade level totals of all LEP students in t}.t> district and the number of parent denials on file. (B thru E 
must a A) ' * 





PK 


K 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


1u 


11 


12 


Total 


A. LEP Students Identlflod 


421 


565 


641 


420 


372 


342 


320 


21 


4116. 

_B2. 
194 


22Q. 

_52. 
85 






136 




2936 


B. LEP Students in BE 


393 


493 


548 


365 


287 


273. 


221 
21 


C. LEP Students In ESL 


28 


51 


62 


32 


44 


26 


169 


97 


33 


917 


0. LEP Students w/Par. Denials 




12 


22 


11 


16 


9 


45 


45 


81 


51 


67 


65 


72 


55 


551 


E. LEP Students In Sp. Ed. 




9 


9 


12 


25 


34 


31 


35 


42 


25 


33 


17 


10 


8 


290 


11. Grade level totals by language of all LEP students enrolled in the district. 


LEP Students identllled 


PK 


K 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


Total 


A. Spanish 


382 


510 


568 


373 


318 


299 


285 


261 


360 


185 


215 


133 


80 


51 


4020 


B. Vietnamese 


12 


11 


19 


20 


14 


13 


16 


23 


18 


16 


18 


23 


24 


16 


243 


C. Laotian 




3 


3 


1 


1 


1 


1 




2 


2 


5 


6 


3 


1 


29 


0. Cambodian 


I 


3 


3 


1 


2 


5 




3 


4 


2 


3 


2 


1 


2 


33 


E. Chinese 


3 


8 


8 


4 


2 


3 


4 


1 


4 


"2 


7 


3 


7 


6 


62 


F. Korean 


12 


16 


12 


1 


3 


3 


1 


2 




1 


4 


2 


8 


5 


70 


G. Arabic 




5 


4 




8 


2 


3 




2 


1 






4 


1 


30 


H. French 




1 




1 




1 


1 


1 


1 




1 








7 


1. Japanese 


4 




3 


3 


6 




1 


1 


1 








1 


1 


21 


J. German 






1 














2 








1 


4' 


K. Thai 




1 




1 






1 




1 


2 


1 






2 


9 


L. Pars! (Persian) 


I 


2 




1 


3 




1 




1 




1 


2 




3 


15 


M. Other Languages 


5 


5 


20 


14 


15 


15 


6 


15 


-12L 
405 


7 


14 


8 

179" 


8 
136 


7 
96 


151 
4694 


Totals 


421 


565 


641 


420 


372 


342 


320 


307 


220 


269 



IIL School Personnel by categories 





PK-S 


7-12 


A. Bilingually-certilied/endorsed teachers assiqr:ed to Bilingual Education 


307 


3 


B. Teachers on Permit assigned to Blllnqual Education 


34 


2 


C. ESL-certili6d teachers assigned to ESL component of the BE program 


0 




0. ESL-certilled teachers assigned to ESL program 


26 




E. Bilingually-certilied/endorsed teachers assigned to ESL program 


0 




F. Teachers assigned to ESL program under prior TEA approval 


253 


36 


G. Billngually-certllied teachers not assigned to BE program 


0 




H. ESL certllled teachers not assigned to ESL program 


0 





iV. n Wo wish to appi/ (or an exceptton/walver to the required program (or LEP students. 



Certification end Incorporation 

\ hereby certify that the l»iformation contained In this report, to the best of my lt.:uwledge, i% coaeci and ihai iho Locai Eaucation Agency named 

above has authorized mo as Its representative. I further certify that the A jStif) Independent School District 

has made every attempt to focrull and assign alj^pproprlately certified teachero .o addiess me lequiiemems oi id TAG onapior //, SuDchapier fl. 



Typed Name and Yitle of Authorized Official 

Dr. John Ellis, Superintendent 



Telephone Number 
451-.8411 



Date signed 
10/31/86 



O n 2 originals by Nov. 1, 1986 to: 

£I^(]];as Educattei Agency 

mmmm Islon of t^lllr>iguaf '£ducatlori Complfanco 
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Attachment F-4 
(Page 1 of 8) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of 'Mnagement Infonnation 
Office of Res irch and Evaluation 

October 29, 1986 



OFFICIAL OCTOBER COUNTS OF 
LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT (LEP) 
STUDENTS IN AISD 1986-87 



All new students to AISD complete a Home Language Survey upon entry For 
those who indicate a language other than English (LOTE) in the homei identifi- 
cation procedures are completed to determine whether the students have limited- 
English-proficiency (LEP) or not. In the fall of 1986, 1,452 new students 
were processed; 1,169 or 80.5% percent were idenf^fied LEP. All will be 
served by bilingual, English-as-a-second language, or special education 
services except for 12 students (.8%) whose parents refused such services. 

The total number of LEP students served in AISD has risen in recent 
years-43.7% between fall, 1983 arl 1986, AISD's overall enrollment, on the 
other hand, increased at a much slower pace (8.42) during this ^ame period. 



FALL LEP COUNT 



FALL LEP COUNT PRE-K 
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Attachment F-4 
(Page 2 of 8) 



The number of LEP students to be served K-12 increased: 

• 1.5% between fall, 1983 and 1984; 

• 13.2% betwsen fall, 1984 and 1985; 
e 25.1% between fall, 1985 and 1986. 

t 

Thus, the rate of crease has risen sharply in the last two years. Some of 
the reasons may be related to an increased arrival of immigrants because of: 

e Political and economic unrest in Mexico, Central America, and South 
America; 

0 The earthquake in Mexico City last fall; and 
e Arrival of relatives of those who have established themselves in 
Austin. 

Other possible reasons include: 

• The relatively low unemployment rate in Austin compared to other Texas 
cities, 

• Close checking of preliminary counts by ORE with followup calls to 
schools by ORE, bilingual education, and supervising principals; 

• More complete reporting by the schools; and 

0 The change in summer, 1986 to the IDEA language proficiency test at 
the elementary level. (However, this would affect the fall, 1986 
count only.) 

Attached are the total fall, 1986 counts of LEP students (4,143 pre-K through 
12) to be served by language (Attachment 1) and school (Attachment 2). In 
addition, 551 LEP stuients' parents refused service by the bilingual and/or 
ESL programs. The fall, 1986 LEP students to be served have the following 
characteristics. 

0 Most are Spanish speakers (3,613 or 87%). The only other language 
group with over 100 students is the Vietnamese (189 or 5%). Overall, 
52 language groups are represented. 

0 All regular elementary and secondary campuses have some LEP students. 
The number ranges from two at Norman to 229 at Metz. ■ 

0 The number of LEP students is highest at grade 1 and generally 
declines through grade 12 (grades 7 and 9 are the two exceptions). 
Counts increased the most this year over last year at pre-K (224%), 
grade K (40%), grade 7 (70%) and grade 9 (52%). 
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AUSTIN INOEPE.SOENr SCHOCL DISTRICT 
CFFICE CF Re5EARCH AND EVALUATION 



CCTC3ER LEP COUNTS 



THURSDAY, DCTD8ER 23, 1936 



.00 



ro 
ro 



> 

-u 
ro m 
00 2: 

o 



GRACE 



1 N 



PK I 
I 



CO i 

N t 



01 



ItANGNAME 



I- 

ISPAN'ISH 

Ivietna;^6SE 
iladtian 

I 

ICAH2CCIAN • 

iCHlNESc 

I KOREAN 

I 

I ARA3IC 

I FRENCH 

iJAP^NESc 

I GERMAN 

I 

I THAI 
I PERSIAN 
ICTHErt LA^G 
I TOTAL 



408 



I 



i 3821 



121 
.1 



I 
I 

S30I 
Hi 
31 



21 
il 
121 



I 

I 



.1 

.1 
'•I 
.1 

11 

51 
4211 



31 
71 
Ul 
SI 
.1 
.1 
.1 
1] 

ai 

SI 



I 02 i C3 I 04 I 05 I 06 I 07 | 

N i N I N I N I N I * 

I « I I I I i 

i I I i I i I 

5511 365? 3061 2921 241 1 221 1 2 84| 

X8i i9| 131 131 X5I 211 Ij] 

31 XI II XI II 21 

21 II 21 51 .™^~3| T\ 

71 31 21 31 41 II 
121 ^1 " 31 31 ll"^ II T\ 
^1 •! 61 21 31 Tl * 

•I ji •! II ~ii 

31 31 61 .1 II U 

II -I .1 .1 ™ 71 

•I II .1 .J II II 

•I II 3! .1 II 

181 131 141 131 61 141 9I 



08 I OS I 10 I 11 I 12 ITOTALI 

I N I N I N I 
-♦——I 



N I N I N I N I N 



1421 
121 

II 

21 
21 



i I 
1 I 

1631 



I I 

i I 

931 431 

91 111 



] I 
I I 
301 36131 

1 1 

21 1891 



31 



41 



2i 

I 
I 



II 
11 

.1 



II 

71 
31 
.1 

II 



21 



31 



II 



II 

u 

21 

31 
--+- 



•I 

.1 2X1 

21 301 
I 491 



II 



«i .1 .1 11 
21 .J .1 Tl 
21 «l .1 .1 



.1 II 

41 71 



5531 6191 4091 '356| 333| 275| 262| 3251 169| 202| 



I 201 

I 31 

I 71 
♦ , ^ 1 

II .1 II 121 

II 11 31 1131 

1X4| 64| 411 41431 



•1 

531 
1 

241 

1 



41 
-1 



409 



(0 O 

3- 
CJ 3 

(0 
O =3 
-h c+ 

00 Tl 
I 



ERIC 



ro m 
o 

X 



410 



AUSTIN iNOcPEKOENT SCHQCL DISTRICT 
CFFICB CF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



CCTCBER LEP COUNTS 
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AUSTIN INCEPENOENT SCHOOL CISTRICT 
OFFICE CF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



0CT08ER LEP COUNTS 
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AUSTIN INDEPENOEKT SCHCCL DISTRICT 
CFF(C£ CF RESqARCH AND EVALUATION 



OCTOBER LEP COUNTS 



THURSDAY, OCTOBER 23, 1986 
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CFFICS CF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



CCTOBER LEP COUNTS 



I SCHCCL NAHE 
I- 



IHURCHISON 
I 



IMARTIN 



IFULHORE 



iBURNEf 
I- 



IQ. HENRY 
I 



IKEALING 
I' 



ICCBIE 
I" 



IPCRTER 
I 



IPEARCE 
I- 



iLAfAR 
I 



ICLiFTCN CEME 
I" 



iBcCICHEK 
I- 



ICOVINGTON 
I 



IC. A. C. 
I- 



ITEENAGE PARENT CENTER 
{ 

IRICE 

I- 



THURSDAY, CCTOBER 23, 1986 



03 



lOEVELOPHENTAL CENTER 
J 

1ST. LOUIS 

I 

I TOTAL 



GRACE 



07 I 08 I 09 I 10 



I 
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801 
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371 
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181 



171 



151 



121 



141 



.1 
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04/08/87 
LE«RVIEH 



AUSTIN INoePENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND FVALUATION 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
FOR AISD LPAC USE 



LIHITEO ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) 
ANNUAL STATUS REVIEH FORH 



STUDENT NAME: i23456789012345&7890l234567 
SCHOOL: XXX - 12345678901234567890 



ITBS READING PERCENTILE: XX HH/YY 
ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILE: XX HH/YY 
ENGLISH TEAMS MASTERED: HATH: XXX READING: XXX 
ENGLISH TEAMS. EXIT. LEVEL: MATH: XXX LANG-ARTS: 



FORM L7/1 001 
002 
003 
004 

oos 

006 
007 
008 

ENTRY DATE: MH/YY009 

STATUS: ^ 010 

Oil 

I TAP SCORES IF GRADES 09-12 012 
i 013 
WRITING: XXX HM/YYOl'4 
XXX 015 

016 
017 



id: 1234567 
GRADE: XX 



V& f 

THIS STUDENT HAS MET THE CRITERION FOR EXITING LEP STATUS BY SCORING AT 018 



OR ABOVE THE 40TH PERCENTILE ON AN ACHIEVEMENT TEST. 

IF .THE PARENTS AND SCHOOL STAFF FEEL THE CHILD CANNOT PERFORM NORMALLY 

IN THE REGULAR CLASSROOM WITHOUT SPECIAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION EVfcN THOUGH 
THE CHILD HAS MET THE CRITERIA FOR EXITING LEP STATUS, THE CHILD MAY REMAIN 
IN THE SPECIAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION PRQtSRAM BY OBTAINING APPROPRIATE 
SIGNATURES INDICATED BELOW. 



The LPAC HAS DETERMINED THIS 'STUDENT IS 
LPAC COMMENTS: LEP ABOVE CRITERIA 



LEP 



NOT LEP 



4, 8. 0 



STATUS Zt 3, 
GRADE 02-12 

SCORES - 40TH XILE OR GREATER IN BOTH READING AND LANGUAGE. 



SIGNATURES: 



LPAC REPRESENTATIVE 
(REQUIREOI 



STUDENT'S TEACHER 
(IF REMAINING LEP) 



STUDENT'S PARENT 
(REQUIRED) 



DATE 



ple^^e file the original in student's folder and forward the carbon copy to 
belinda olivarez turner, box 79, carruth administration building. 

ErJc appendix f 

34 ,^20 



019 
020 
Q2t 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
028 
029 
030 
031 
032 
033 
034 
035 
036 
037 
038 
039 
040 
041 
042 
043 
044 
045 
046 
047 
048 
049 
050 
051 
052 
053 
054 
055 
056 
05 
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058 

! 059 

_04A08/.8T AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL. DISTRICT FORM L7/2 060 

'LE-RVIEH OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 061 

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 062 

F.OR..AISd.LPAC. USE .... .... 063 

06* 

LIHITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) 065 

■ ANNUAL STATUS. REVIEW FORH 066 

067 

STUDENT NAME: 123*56769012345678901234567 ID: 1234567 ENTRY DATE: NH/YY06S 
. .. _.._.SCHOOL: .XXX..- .12345678901234567890 . GRADES XX STATUS: _____ 069 

070 

ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILE: XX HH/YY 071 

.„ _ . . 072 

073 

ITBS SCORES ARE HIGH ENOUGH (GREATER THAN 49 SILE) TO 074 
ALLQU LEP EXIT IF-.^THE STUDENT. ALSO MEETS THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA. 075 
. DOES THE STUDENT SHOW APPROPRIATE ENGLISH PROFICIENCY IN LISTENING* SPEAKING»076 
, READlNGt AND MIITING AS EVIDENCED BY GRADES AND THE MEETING OF AISO 077 

, .PROMOTION .STANDARDS . IN ENGLISH CSEE AISD POLICY EIEl? YES NO 078 

" IF SOt THE STUDENT HAY BE EXITED. STUDENTS WHO ARE BEING PLACED OR RETAINED 079 
' CANNOT BE. EXITED. 080 

■■ . .. „ ... 081 

IF Tl^ PARENTS AND SCHOOL STAFF FEEL THE CHILD CANNOT PERFORM NORMALLY 082 
IN THE REGULAR CLASSROOM WITHOUT SPECIAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION EVEN THOUGH 083 
THE CHILD HAS MET. THE CRITERIA FOR EXITING LEP STATUS; THE CHfLO MAY REMAIN 084 
IN THE SPECIAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION PROGRAM BY OBT.AINING APPROPRIATE 085 
' SIGNATURES INDICATED BELOW. 086 

. . „ 087 

088 

THE LPAC HAS DETERMINED THIS STUDENT IS« LEP NOT LEP 089 

090 

■ LPAC-COMNEBTS: \EP GREY AREA ' 091 

092 

STATUS 2.;^3,_4,_8,JJ^ _ . _ 093 

GRADE k ~ " ■ ' ' 094 

' SCOAES « SOTH SILE OA GREATER IN LANGUAGE 095 

■ 096 

097 
098 

099 

100 
101 

— ..... . 102 

103 
104 

" _ . 105 

> 106 

107 

^ SIGNATURES: „ 108 

109 
110 

■ • • -- : • . 111 

LPAC REPRESENTATIVE STUDENT'S TEACHER STUDENT'S PARENT DATE 112 

' (REQUIRED} (IF REMAINING LEP) (REQUIRED) 113 

_.. . . „ . 114 

PLEASE eU.?, THE ORIGINAL IN STUOEfjT'S FOLDER AND FORMARO THE CARBON COPY TO 115 

O lELINOA GL;. 'ARE2 TUANERt BOX 79« CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 116 

ERJC - APPENDIX F 117 
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119 

.04/08/87 AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FORM Lr/3 120 

LE«RVIEW OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 121 

CONFIOENTIAL INFORMATION 122 
- . . - „ . . FOR Also LPAC USE 123 

124 

LIHITEO ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) X25 

. ... ANNUAL STATUS REVIEH FORH 126 

127 

STUDENT NAME: 123456789012345678901234567 ID: 1234567 ENTRY DATE: HH/YY128 

SCiaJOL: XXX - 12345678901234567890 GRADE: XX STATUS: 129 

130 

ITBS READING PERCENTILE: XX «H/n' I TAP SCORES IF GRADES 09-12 131 
ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILE: XX HH/YY | 132 
ENSLISH TEAKS MASTERED: HATH: XXX READING: XXX kJRITING: XXX MH/Vyi33 
cN6&:2SH TEAMS EXIT LEVEL: HATH: XXX LANG-ARTS: XXX 134 
. CURRENT ENGLISH PAL: XXXX MH/YY | PRINT ONLY HOST 135 
CURRENT ENGLISH IDEA: XXXX MH/YY I RECENT 136 
CURRENT ENGLISH LAB: XXXX MM/YV I SCORE 137 
- -- - - - - 138 

IT8S/TAP SCGRES ARE HIGH ENt»JGH (EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN 23R0 SILEI TO 140 
ALLOW LEP EXIT W=. THE STUDENT ALSO SKO«S ENGLISH FLUENCY Am SUFFICIENT 141 
MASTERY OF THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS TO BE PROMOTED. 142 

U DOES THE CHILD SHQU FLUENCY IN ENGLISH BASED ON THE PAL OR IDEA? V>3 
. . YES „ NOc IF NOT, RSTEST AND LIST NEU SC0R6. TEST_ SCa«iE 14v4 

2. DOES THE STUOOIT SKOii ATPROPRIATE ENGLISH PROFICIENCY IN LISTENING^ 145 

SPEAfSIHS, REAOINGf AND aRITING AS EVIDENCED BY GRADES AfaO THE HEETING'oF £46 

„ Also PR@t«JTI0N STANDARDS ISEE AISO POLICY EIE8? YES NO 14? 

IF THE ANSWER TO BOTH QUESTIONS IS YES, SHE/HE MAY 8£ EXITED. STUOErjrTHHG 148 
ARE BEING PJLACED OR RETAINED CANNOT 8E EXITEOe 149 

- - — . . ISO 

THE LPAC HAS DETERMINED THIS STUDENT IS: LEP NOT LEP 152 

LPAC COMMENTS: LEP "GREY AREA ~ " J|| 

STATUS 2, 3, 4, 8, 0 

'GRADE 01 ■ "5 

SCORES - 23RD SILE OR GREATER IN BOTH READING AND LAHGUA6E 158 

- • •■- — _ . . 159 

160 
161 

- - . 162 

163 
164 

- - - - . 165 

166 
167 

- - - - . - . . 168 
• 169 

-fie!l!nl^5^.°*' REPRESENTATIVE STUDENT'S PARENT SatT" 171 

(REQUIRED* iif STUDENT CHANGES STATUSI 172 

173 

aeftwnA^S-fuISiT^^.'.SiS^ STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FORWARD THE CARBON COPY TO 174 
BELINDA OLIVAREZ TURNER, BOX 79, CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION SUILOlNGo 175 

176 

- . 177 
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ITS 
179 

.04/08/87 AUSTIN JNOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FORM L7/4 180 

LE«RViEM OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION iSl 

CONFIDENTIAL /INFORMATION 182 

FOR AISD;LPAC..U3E. _ . __ .183 

18* 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEPI 185 

_ „ ..ANNUAL STATUS REVIEW FORM 186 

187 

STUDENT NAMES 123^567S901234S67d90I234567 ID: 1234567 ENTRY DATE: MH/YY188 

.... __. SCHOOLS. XaX «. 12345678901234567890 GRADE: XX STATUS* 189 

190 

ITSS READIN6 PERCENTILES XX MH/YY 1 TAP SCORES IF GRADES 09«12 191 
.... ITBS LANGUA6E_PERCENTILEJ XX HH/YY | 192 
ENGLISH TEAMS MASTERED: WilHS XXX READING: XXX yRITING: XXX MK/YV1@3 
ENGLISH TEAMS EXIT LEVEL: MATH: XXX LANG«>ARTS: XXX 194 

CURRBIT. ENGLISH PAL:_..XXKX MN/YY .1 PRINT..ONLY MOST 195 

CURREi^r ENGLISH IDEA: XXXX HM/YY t RECENT 196 

CURRENT ■ ENGLISH LAB: XXXX MM/YY i SCORE 197 

' ^ „. . . . 198 

199 

STBS/TAP SC^S ARE HIGH ENOUGH lEQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN 23RO 3ILEI TO 200 
ALLOU LEP EXIT IF THE STUDENT ALSO SHO»S ENGLISH FLUENCY AND SUFFICIENT 201 
MASTERY OF THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS TO BE PROMOTED. 2A2 

1. DOES THE CHILD SHOdI FLUENCY IN ENGLISH BASED ON THE PAL, IDEAt OR LA87203 
_ . YES NO- ;F not, RETEST and list NEH SCORE. TESTJ,^ SCORE, 204 

2. DOES THE STUOEHT DEMONSTRATE MASTERY IN ENGLISH OF THE ESSENTIAL 205 
ELEMENTS AS EVIDENCED BY GRADES AND THE MEETING OF AISO PROMOTION 206 

. _ STAN0AR0S_CSSE AISD POLICY EIEl? YES , NO 207 

IF THE ANSWER TO 30TH QUESTIONS IS YESt SHE/HE MAY BE EXITED. STUDENTS MHO 208 
ARE BEING PLACED OR RETAINED CANNOT BE EXITED. 209 

- _ '_: 210 

" 211 

THE LPAC B*S DETERMINED THIS STUDENT IS: LEP • NOT LEP 212 

J ■ „_ 213 

LPAC COMMo^JS: LEP GREY AREA " 214 

' ■ 215 

=^ STATUS 2» 3b 4»_a, J) _ 216 

GRADE b2«i2 . ' " 217 

SCORES " 23RO «ILE OR GREATER IN BOTH READING AND LANGUAGE 218 

^AT._LEAST_ONE «LE_IS_LESS THAN 40 „ 219 

220 
221 

, _ . ; . _ . - _ . . . 

224 

' „_ . ._ 225 

226 
527 

.... 228 

229 

; ^ • 230 

SIGNATURE OF LPAC REPRESENTATIVE STUDENT*S PARENT DATE 231 

(REaUIREOI UF STUDENT CHANGES STATUS^ 232 

233 

PLEASE FILE THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FamRO THE CARBON COPY TO 234 
8ELIN0A 6LIVARE2 TURNERe BOX 79e CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 233 

rn?r>- APPENDIX F 40^ 236 

ERJC 37 237 
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OWOd/67 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FORM L7/5 2*0 

LE»RViE« OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 241 

CflNFlDENTIAL INFORHATIflN 242 

„ FOR Also LPAC USE 243 

244 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT tLEPl' 245 

„. „ ANNUAL STATUS REVIEW. FORM 246 

247 

STUDENT NAflEs 123456789012345678901234567 IDs l23i4S67 ENTRY DATE: HH/Yy248 

SCHOOL: XXX « 12345678901234567890 . GRADE?. XX STATUS: 249 

250 

ITBS READING PERCENTILE: XX MH/VY I TAP SCORES IF GRADES 09-12 251 
_ ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILES XX MM/YY | 252 
ENGLISH TEAMS MASTERED* HATHs XXX READING: XXX WRITING: XXX HH/Yy253 
EfSGUSH TEAMS EXIT LEVELS HATHs XXX LANG-ARTS: XXX 254 
_. CURRBiT ENGLISH PAL: XXXX MM/YY | PRINT ONLY MOST 255 

CURRENT ENGLISH IDEAS XXXX MH/YY J RECENT 256 

CURRENT ENGLISH LA3: XXXX MM/YY I SCORE 257 

— . - 258 

259 

THIS STUDENT REMAINS LEP BECAUSE SCORES HERE 6EL0H EXIT CRITERIA* OR 260 
VALID ACHIEVEMENT SC£»ES liERE NOT OBTAINED**, AN LPAC REPRESENTATIVE IS TO 261 
SIGN BElfM TO CBITIFY THAT THE STUDENT REMAINS LEP. 262 

263 

« ACHIEVEMENT SCORES BELOW EXIT CRITERIA: 264 
GRADE K -LESS THAN 50TH PERCENTILE 265 
GRADE 01-12 - LESS THAN 23R0 PERCENTILE 266 

_.. . ■ _ _ 257 

♦« Vi^ID ACHIEVEMBiT SCORES KAY NOT BE OBTAINED' DUE TO: 268 
» ABSEfKE SN THE REGULARLY SCHEDULED AND HAKE-UP TEST SESSON DATES 269 
« STUDENT'S ENGLISH ABILITY HAS TOO LIMITED TO PERMIT TESTING 270 
« SPECIAL EDUCATION EKE.^PTION 271 
» SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES IN THE TEST SESSION! S2 272 

-- -1 _ 273 

274 

LPAC COMMENTS: LEP 6EL0H CRITERIA I75 

STATUS 2> 3, 4, 8, 0 12 

GRADE K, OI0I2 278 
SCORES - GRADE K » LESS THAN 50 SILE IN LANGUAGE 279 
GRADE Ql-i2 - LESS THAN 23 SILE IN EITHER READINS OR LANGUAGE 280 

281 

- ■ - — . 282 

283 
284 

— • - .„ . . „. 285 

266 
287 

. 288 

289 

' ' - - 290 
SIGNATURE OF LPAC REPRESENTATIVE DATE Ml 
(REQUIRED) " "~ - 

293 

PLEASE FILE THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FOHaARO THE CARSON COPY TO 294 
8ELIWOft.0LIVARE2 TURNER, BOX 79, CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION SUILO!NG« 295 

296 

... 297 
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298 
299 

04/08/87 . . _. __AUSTIN_If4DEPENDENT_SC«30L DISTRICT FORM 5.7/6 300 

LE-ftVIEU OFFICE Of RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 301 

CeNFiOENTIALlNFORHATION 302 

FOR.AlSO..LeAC USE 303 

304 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROr'ICIENT SLEP) 309 

. . ._ „ . .... AfifJUAL STATUS REVIEW FORM 306 

307 

HUOENT name: 123456789012345678901234567 10: 1234567 EXIT DATES MH/Yy308 

seises. : XXX « .12345678901234567890 GRADES XX STATUSs 30^ 

310 

ITSS READING PERCENTILES XX MH/VY I TAP SCORES IF GRADES 09-12 311 
IT8S LANGUAGE. PERCENTILES XX HM/VY | 312 
ENGLISH TEAMS. MASTEREOs HATHS XXX READINGS XXX l^ITING: XXX HH/YY313 
EN6I:ISH TEAMS EXIT LEVELS HATH: XXX LANG-ARTSs XXX 314 

„ ■ . . 31S 

316 

THIS STLtOENT HAS SEEN EXITED FROM LSP STATUS. THE MOST CURRENT SCC^ES 317 
AVAILABLE SHOH THE STUDENT ABOVE THE LEP CRITERIA OF THE 40TH SILE IN BOTH 318 
READING AND LANGUAGE. 319 

320 

AN LPAC REPRESENTATIVE IS_rO SIGN BELOH TO DESIGNATE THAT THE STUDENT 321 
'REHAINS not LEP (EXITED). 322 

323 
324 

LPAC C0MMB4tsTTtg}Y'L£P ABOV^^^ - . - 

326 

STATUS 7 [ 327 

GRADE 01-12 328 
SCORES « 40TH SILE OR GREATER IN BOTH READING AND LANGUAGE. 329 
FROM TH2 MOST CURRENT SCORES AVAILABLE. 3?n 

■ ■■ "" "■ ■ " 331 

332 

^ _ 333 

~ " ■ ' 334 

33S 

_ 336 

" " ■ 337 

338 

■ ■ _ '339 

~ - .. - ~ 

341 

_ 342 

343 
344 

■ _ _ 345 

" " - - - - - 34^ 

347 
348 
349 

, - • • - 330 

SIGNATURE OP LPAC JtEPRESENTATIVB OATE _ . 351 

(REQUIRED} ' 352 

353 

PLEASE FILE THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FORHARD THE CARBON COPY TO 354 
BELIf^A CLIVAREZ TURNERt BOX 79» CARBUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 355 

9^ APPENDIX F /lOcr 336 

357 
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359 

04/08/87 AUSTIN IN0£PgN06NT SCHOOL DISTRICT FORM L7/7 360 

LE-aVIEM OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION ' 361 

CONFIDENTIAL SNFORMATION 362 
„ _ FOR A ISO LP AC USE.. 363 

"~ ■ 364 
LINITEO ENGLISH PROFICIENT 2LEP1 36S 

_ ANNUAL , STATUS REVIEW FORM 366 

367 

STUDENT NAMES 123456789012345679901234567 ID: 1234567 EXIT DATES HH/Vy368 

SCWKJL: XXH 12345678901234567890 _ GRADE? XX STATUS: 369 

370 

ITBS READING PERCENTILE: XX HM/¥Y | TAP SCORES IF GRADES 09«12 371 
ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILE: XX mm I 372 
EfiSLiSK TEAMS SASTERED: ^THs XXX READISSs XXX ISHTiSG: XXX SfJ/¥V373 
ENGLISH TEAHS EXIT LEVEL: MATH: XXX LANG-ARTS* XXX 374 
„ CURReiT ENGLISH pal: XXXX MM/W | PRINT ONLY MOST 37S 

CURR0<T ENGLISH IDEA: XXXX KM/ VY " I RECENT 376 

CURRENT ENGLISH UBs XXXX HM/¥¥ I SCORE 377 

37S 

THE LP AC MUST DETERMINE IF THIS STUDENT SHOULD REMAIN GUT OF^jOR REENTEa . 379 
LEP STATUS AFTER A SEVIEH OF IT8S/TAP ACHIEVEMENT, TEAMS RESULTsC^I#Lf ST^JlaO 
PROFICIE««y SCORES, GRADES lEVIDENCE OF HASTERV OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS), 381 
TEACHER EVALUATIONS^ PARENTAL OPINIONS* AND STUDENT INTERVIEW INFORMATiON. 382 

THE LPAC HAS REVIEWED ALL OF THIS INFORMATION. VES i_ NO 383 

" ■- . 3g(^ 

IP THESE SdiaCES INDICATE INADEQUATE ENGLISH PROFICIENCY AND ACHIEVEMENT, 38S 
THE STUDENT IS LEP. JSTUDENTS QELOH IHE,23ftD SJLE IN READING OR LANGUAGE 386 
MUST RETUIN TO LEP STATUSoJ IF THE STJifDENT SHOWS ADEQUATE PROFICIENCY AND 387 
ACHIEVENENT, SHE/HE IS NOT LEP. ilg 



THE LPAC HAS OETERMtNEO THIS STUDENT IS I LEP NOT LEP 



389 
390 
391 

IF THE STUDENT 2S iiETimNED TO LEP STATUS, WHAT UNGUAGE INSTRUCTIONAL 392 
PftCSRAH IS RECOflMENOEO? lot 

BILINGUAL EDUCATION ~ 39! 

ENGLISH AS A . SECOND LANGUAGE (ESL) 39S 

MODIFIED INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN < OTHER ASSISTANCE I — PLEASE SPECIFY 396 

397 

JLPAC COMMENTS: HOT LEP - GR£V_AREA f|| 

STATUS 7 JJJ 
GRADE 01-12 2o2 
SCORES - LESS THAN" 40TH SILE IN EITHER READING OR LANGUAGE. 403 

404 

■ - ' 405 

406 
407 

- - 408 

409 
4i0 

■ - ■ ■' - ■ At» 

SI6NATI«E OF LPAC REPRESENTATIVE STUDENT'S PARENT qATE 412 

iREQUIREOi (IP STUDENT CHANGES STATUS) 4l3 
■ - 414 
Si^^L"*-^ THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FORWARD THE CARBON COPY TO 415 
BaiNOA O^XVAREZ TURNER, BOX 79, CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 416 
■ ■ - - . - . ... 417 
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'04/01/87 



AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
QFirlCE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
FOR A ISO LPAC USE 



"READ LAJ36'F8LE " ~ 

SELECT U CANDIDATES 

A. ACTIVE " GRADES C0«i2 
B«' STATUS~2i "3» 4f "8f 0 
C STATUS 7 IF EXIT OATE = OR < 2 YEARS 
0. L7<-PR0CE$SE0 " NO « BLANK 
■ £•' SCORES THIS TEAR »~YES 



"RELEASE TO SORT tSCHOOLt" GRAOEt STUIOJ 



~PERFOSH l«SAeiN6 (LISTING OF STUDENT ^KO RECEIVED L7»S) 



'RETURN FROH: SORTS 

A. PROCESS LEP CSTATUS Zg 3» 4« 8t 01 

B. PROCESS NOT LEP CSTATUS 7} 



JWTESs • 

IT8S SCORES'; 

UkHG • LANGUAGE TOTALS 

Mm « GRADES 01-02 READING COMPREHENSION 

■ •» GRADES 03-08 ' RRADING TOTAL 
TAP SCORES. 

UN6 - URITtEN EXPRESSION 
READ - READING TOTAL " 

OON'T FORGET REENTRY DATE AND REEZIT DATE 



(KEEP COUNT) 
(KEEP COUNT) 



L7-PR0CESSE0 CODESt 



1 


ao 


LEP 


ABOVE CRITERIA ' 


GRACES 


02-i? 


CO 


FORM 


1 


2 




UP 


GREY AREA 


GRADE 


00 




FORM 


2 


3 


09 


LEP 


GREY AREA 


GRADE 


01 




FORM 


3 




«a 


LEP' GREY AREA 


GRADES 


02-12 


m 


FORM 


4 


5 




LEP 


8EL0U CRITERIA 


GRADES 


00-12 


m 


FORM 


5 


6 


m 


NOT 


LEP ABOVE CRITERIA 


GRADES 


0W2 




fORH 


6 


7 




NOT 


LEP" GREY AREA 


'GRADES' 


01-12 




FORM 


7 ~ " 



CISTING OF STUDENTS Ut^ RECEIVED L7*S. 

STUlO STUNAME GRADE STATUS Fa^M « 
ITBS/TAP READING 

ITBS/TAP LANGUAGE 

TEAMS R N H 

Cl^RENT ENGLISH (PAL« IDEA* LA8> 



STATUS 
2i 4. ( 

3 
0 
T 



AND NAME 
« LEP 

- SPED LEP 

- DENIAL 

- EXITED 



478 
479 
480 
481 

462 

433 

484 

485 

486 

487 

488 

489 

490 

491 

492 

493 

45^ 

49S 

496 

497 

498 

499 

SOO 

501 

502 

503 

504 

SOS 

506 

507 

508 

509 

510 

511 

512 

513 

514 

515 

516 

517 

518 

519 

520 

521 

522 

523 

524 

525 

526 

527 

528 

529 

530 

531 

532 

533 

534 

535 

536 

537 
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**** PROCESS LI6P 



J.GRAOE 


m 00 1 


1 




1. 


YES 


1 




1 




i LANG > 


49 1 


1 




1 


NO 


1 





YES 





i. 


.6RA0E » 01 1 












1 YES 






1 






1 


F2 


I 


READ > 23 1 




1 


AND !«• 




. 1 


LANG > 23 1 



I GRADES QZ^IZ 1 



I 
t 
I 
I 



YES 



YES 



F3 



PS 



i 

I NO 
I 

F5 



1 


READ > 


39 


1 


YES 


1 


AN3 




1 




1 


LANG > 


39 


1 






m 

1 










- L. 


.HO 








1 








1 


READ < 


?3 


1 


YES 


1 


OR 




1 




1 


LANG < 


23 


1 






1 










1 


NO 








1 









THEREFORE: 
READ a OR > 23 

Am 

LANG « 0R ">"23 
I 
I 
I 

F4 



m ALL FORMS PROCESSING: 
PRODUCE FORM 

UPDATE LEP FILE Hi TK L7«P^QCESSE0 CODE 

PERFORM URITE LISTING RECORD 

RETURN 



J.**« PROCESS NOT. LEP ♦»♦•» 



USE MOSI^CURRENT ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT TEST* 
— IF NfLCtfRREHT. ENGUSH„ACH3EV TEST, USE. EXIT. TEST _SCORES. 



I READ > 39 
I AND 
I LANG > 39 



YES 



F6 



iSOITTO EOJ 



I 

J HO 
1 

F7 



538 
539 
540 
541 
542 
543 
544 
545 
546 
547 
548 
549 
550 
Fl 551 
S52 
553 
554 
553 
556 
557 
558 
F5 559 
560 
561 
562 
563 
564 
565 
566 
567 
568 
569 
570 
571 
572 
573 
574 
575 
576 
577 
578 
379 
580 
581 
S82 
583 
584 
585 
586 
587 
588 
589 
590 
591 
592 
593 
594 
595 
596 
18510090 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Department of Intergovernmental Relations 
May 22. 1987 



MEMORANDUM 



Attachment -f-6 




TO: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: Question for Oscar Cardenas 



Carmen Gamboa 
Ann Cunningham 



I have contacted TEA concerning your question about retesting with the 
OLPT for Kindergarten and 1st grade level students scoring above the 
40th percentile in Reading and Language Arts on the i::BS (assuming the 
child meets English promotion standards) . I received the following 
information: 



- ' \'T' 



First Grade - If we have a formal test score with national norms (ITBS) 
and can determine a total score for both Reading and Language Arts that 
is above the 40th percentile, have a mastery of TEAMS in English, and 
meet promotion standards, we do not need to retest with the OTPT. A 
new ruling will take affect next year that permits exit without retcscing 
if the student is exempt from the TEAMS at first grade, but scores at or 
above the 40th percentile in both Reading and Language Arts and meets 
promotion standards. 

Kindergarten - The objective here is to look at readiness. The student 
must score at or above the 40th percentile on the Language section of 
the ITBS (if chat is what is used), be able to function in an English 
classroom, and be tested with OLPT and have a 4 or 5, for exit purposes. 

This information was given to me by Evangelina Cuellar after consultation 
with Oscar Cardenas. If you want it in writing, we can request it. 
Please let me know. 



dyh 



xc: 



Nancy Schuyler 
Lee Laws 
Maria Ramirez 



/ 



APPENDIX F 

3JJ5 N. LAMAR BLVD., BLDG. H, AUStI^. TEXAS 78731.1002 312/4J8-I29I 



ER?C 429 



Attachment F-7 
(Page 1 of 4) 



86.22 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management Information 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



April 28, 1987 



TO: 



LPAC Coordinators 

Nancy Schuyler and Carmen Gamboa^ 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: LEP Annual Status Review Form (L7's) 



Important! Important! Important! Important! Important! 

State law requires that the status of all LEP students and those who have 
exited LEP status in the last two years oe reviewed annually. Annual 
Status Review Forms (L7's) are attached for those in grades 4 and 6 at your 
school in these categories. Forms for all other elementary LEP students 
(including makeups) will follow on May 5 when ITBS and TEAMS scores are 
available. All forms must be signed by the LPAC. Note there are no L7's 
for Pre-K students because they are not allowed to exit. A roster of 
students receiving L7's at this time is included. 

The forms are "new a.io irr.proved" this year! 

0 They are letter-size to ease handling and filing; 
0 They are revised to meet new State requirements and TEA monitor 
commsnts; 

n There are fewer variations than in the past; and 
V TEAMS mastery Information has been ctdded. 

TEAMS nastery info>Tnatior> should be help'^ul in making decisions on all 
students but must be considercc! "ir th'^sc whc may re-enter LEP status. 

New requirements indicate the LPAC must review mastery of the essential 
elr.^ents (EE's) in English, grades, and promotion status. Ycu do not have 
to check student's mastery of all essential elements. Just -'^eck students' 
grades and promotion status. If they have passing grades ?.. , can be 
promoted, that's evidence of mastering tha EE's. Make sura all information 
l.sted on the L7's is available to trie LPAC at their meeting (some ask for 
additional information). 

A copy of the TEA regulations regarding exit decisions is attached. The 
L7's that are enclosed follow these guidelines- Filing the regulations 
sheet with your LPAC minutes would be excellent documentation that you used 
the criteria. Remember that the LPAC minutes should also reflect all in 
attendance and the date of the meeting(s). If someone is unable to attend, 
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Attachment F-7 
(Page 2 of 4) 



Meno to LPAC Coordinators 
Page 2 

April 28, 1987 



interview them by phone to verify agreement and note it in the minutes 
You may also want to attach the roster with notes indicating who is LEP or 
not LEP. Please note in the minutes that more information on individual 
cases IS available in the LEP folders. TEA wants such documentation. 

When processing is complete, file the oriainal of the I7 in tho chii'<'s 
cumulative folder and return the carbon to ORE, Box 79, Administration 
Building by June 10. If you receive an L7 form for a student who is not at 
your school, please note this on the form and return it to ORE. 

Also enclosed are LEP labels with updated information about LEP students to 
be placed on the student's LEP Student Measurement Data Card. 



NS:CG:lg 
Enclosure 

cc: Principal 
Oscar Cantu 
' Bilingual Coordinators 
Maria Ramirez 



Approved: 




hxecutive Director 
Department of Management Information 



Approved 




Assistant superintendent tctr t I ementa ry Education 




#llelen]L7 



APPENDIX F 
45 



-431 



^ 3 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment F-7 
86 22 Department of Management Information (^^9^ ^ of 4) 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

May 5 » 1987 



TO: LP AC Coordinators j 

FROM: Nancy "Schuyler and Imelda Rodriguez ■ 
SUBJECT: LEP Annual Status Review Fonns (L7's) 



Important i Important 1 Important i Important I Important! 

State law requires that the status of all LEP students and those who have 
exited LEP status in the last two years be reviewed annually. Annual 
Status Review Forms (L7's) are attached for those in grades 7-8 or grades 
9-12 (as appropriate) at your school in these categories. Forms for 
students in grades 7-12 who took the ITBS or TAP during makeups will follow 
on May 19. All. forms must be signed by the LPAC. A roster of students 
receiving L7's is included. 

The forms are "new and improved" this year! 

• They are letter-size to ease handling and filing; 

• They are revised to meet new state requirements and TEA monitor 
comments; 

• There are fewer variations than in the past; and 

• TEAMS mastery information has been added. 

TEAMS mastery information should be helpful in making decisions on all 
students but must be considered for those who may re-enter LZP status. 

New requirements indicate the LPAC must review mastery of the essential 
elements (EE's) in English, grades, and promotion status. You do not have . 
to check student's mastery of all essential elements. Just check students' 
grades and promotion status. If they have passing grades and can be 
promoted, that's evidence of mastering the EE's. Make sure all information 
listed on the L'"s is available to the LPAC at their meeting (some ask for 
additional information). 

A copy of the TEA regulations regarding exit decisions is attached. The 
L7's that are enclosed follow these guidelines. Fil.-ig the regulations 
sheet with your LPAC minutes would be excellent docuiiientation that you used 
the criteria. Remember that the LPAC minutes should also reflect all in 
attendance and the date < the r.ieeting(s). If someone is unable to attend. 
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Attachment F-7 
(Page 4 of 4) 



Memo to LPAC Coordinators 
Page 2 
May 5, 1987 



interview them by phone to verify agreement and note it in the minutes. 
You may also want to attach the roster with notes indicating who is LEP or 
not LEP. Please note in the minutes that more information on individual 
cases is available in the LEP folders. TEA wants such documentation. 

When processing is complete, file the original of the L7 in the child's 
cumulative folder and return the carbon to ORE, Box 73, Administration 
Building by June 10. If you receive an L7 form for a student who is not at 
your school, please note this on the form and return it to ORE. 

Also enclosed are LEP labels with updated information about LEP students to 
be placed on the student's LEP Student Measurement Data Card. 



NS:IR:lg 
Enclosure 

cc: Principal 



Approved : ^.^^l^^^^^^S 




hxecutrve Director 
Department of Management Information 



Approved 



Assistant bupenntenaent torKbecondary taucation 
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Attachment F-8 



^„„nc NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT 

GRADE W/LOTE IDENTIFIED IDENTIFIED 

AND TESTED AS UP AS LEP 



Pre-K 


464 


K 


621 


1 


139 


2 


81 


3 


75 


4 


59 


5 


61 


6 


48 


7 


45 


8 


36 


9 


59 


10 


44 


11 


19 


12 


11 


TOTAL 


1,762 



438 


94.40X 


402 


OH. / OJf 


105 


75.54% 


56 


69.14% 


62 


82.67% 


41 


69.49% 


45 


73.77% 


41 


85.42% 


42 


93.33% 


29 


80.55% 


54 


91,53% 


42 


95.45% 


18 


94.74% 


11 


100.00% 


1,386 


78.66% 



LOTE = Language other than English 
As of June, 1987. 



NUMBER OF 
HISPANICS 
GRADE W/LOTE 
AND TESTED 



NUMBER OF 
HISPANICS 
IDENTIFIED 
AS LEP 



PERCENT 
IDENTIFIED 
AS LEP 



Pre-K 


436 


K 


546 


1 


98 


2 


60 


3 


47 


4 


44 


5 


43 


6 


27 


7 


36 


8 


19 


9 


32 


10 


35 


11 


7 


12 


8 


TOTAL 


1,438 



427 


97.94% 


377 


69.05% 


75 


76.53% 


47 


78.33% 


40 


85.11% 


34 


77.27'^ 


31 


72.09% 


25 


92.59% 


33 


91.67% 


17 


89.47% 


30 


93.75% 


33 


94.29% 


7 


100.00% 


7 


87.50% 


1,183 


82.27% 



LOTE = Language other than English 
As of June, 1987. APPENDIX F 
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Attachment F-9 



COUNTS OF LEP STUDENTS BY LANGUAGE 
RANKED BY TOTAL 



STATUS 2, 3, 4, 8 




GRADES: Pre-K 


SPANISH 


3454 


NEPALI 1 


VIETNAMESE 


174 


LEBANESE 1 


KOREAN 


54 


KMERE 1 


CHINESE 


48 


IBO 1 


CAMBODIAN 


30 


HUNGARIAN 1 


JAPANESE 


18 


GREEK 1 


ARABIC 


18 


FINNISH 1 


LAOTIAN 


17 


ENGLISH 1 


URDU 


10 


DANISH 1 


PORTUGESE 


9 


CROAT I ON 1 


THAI 


8 


CHAU CHOW 1 


GUJARATI 


8 


AMHARIC 1 


PERSIAN 


7 




HINDI 


7 




TAIWANESE 


4 




INDIAN 


4 




HEBREW 


4 


TOTAL: 51 LANGUAGES 


ZULU 


3 


TAGALOG 


3 




SIGN LANGUAGE 


3 




ITALIAN 


3 




IRANIAN 


3 




GERMAN 


3 




BENGALI 


3 




TURKISH 


2 




NWEH 


2 




NAVAJO 


2 




FRENCH 


2 




FILIPINO 


2 




FARSI 


2 




CHITUMRUKA 


2 




YORUBA 


1 




SLOVENE 


1 




SINHALA 


1 




RUSSIAN 


1 




POLISH 


1 




PAMPANGO 


1 




PAKISTANI 


1 




NORWEGIAN 


1 
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DROPOUT FILE 
Purpose 

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the 
following decision and evaluation questions. 

Decision Question Dl ; Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education 
(I BE) and tngllsh-as-a-Second Languaga (ESL) programs be continued as 
is or modified? 

Evaluation Question Dl-4 . How many LEP students drop out? 
Compared to Hispanic and overall rates? 



Procedure 

The Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) has reported yearly high school 
dropout counts since 1983-84. In July, 1986, a longitudinal computerized 
data base (the Secondary Student Longitudinal File, or SSLF) was constructed 
that enables us to answer questions about the enrollment status of any group 
of high school students at any point in time, beginning with students 
enrolled during the 1983-84 school year. This year for the first time 
dropout codes were produced separately for LEP students, using the same 
procedure as for all students. A student was considered LEP if he or she 
had a LEP status code of 2 (active LEP), 3 (Special Education LEP), 7 
(student who exited during the 1985-86 school year, or 8 (LEP-served by 
parent request) on the LANG file. 

Assigning Dropout Status Codes on the SSLF 

Our method for assigning dropout status codes on the SSLF is as follows: 

• Each year's cohort includes all students enrolled in an AISD high 
school at any time during the school year. 

« Any student who withdraws from AISD is first considered a dropout. 

9 If the student's transcript is requested by a district, school, 
or other institution offering a hinh school diploma, the student 
is judged to be pursuing an education and his/her classification 
is changed from "dropout" to "transfer." 

• In July following each school year, dropout status codes are 
assigned to each student in that year's population. Possible 
statuses are: 

—still enrolled 

—school-year dropout (withdrew, no transcript request) 
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—school-year transfer (withdrew, transcript request) 

—graduate 

—died. 

e The annual dropout rate is calculated by dividing the number of 
school -year dropouts by the total enrollment. 

• Also in July, dropout codes assigned in years before the school 
year just completed are updated to reflect changes ln status or 
information not available the previous July. Besides changes, 
two additional statuses became possible at this updating. 

—summer dropout (completed one school year, but did not 
show up the following school year, and no transcript 
request). 

—summer transfer (same as above but with transcript 
request). 

• Longitudinal dropout rates are calculated from the updated 
numbers. 



Results 



Figure I shows the annual 1985-86 high school dropout rates by school for 
limittii-English-proficient students and for the District as a whole. 

t The overall high school LEP dropout rate was 21.3% compared to 

10.7% for the District. 
« Lapier and Travis had the highest LEP dropout rates (37.5% and 

31.1%, respectively). 
9 Robbins, Austin and McCallum had ths lowest LEP dropout rate. 



ERIC 





LEP STUDEJiTS 


OISTRICT 


School 


Dropouts 


Enrollment 


oroDout X 


Dropouts 


Enronment 


Dropout % 


Anderson 


6 


41 


14.6 


174 


1,833 


9.5 


Austin 


2 


20 


10.0 


130 


1,757 


7.4 


Crockett 


6 


32 


18.8 


411 


3,115 


13.2 




1 


6 


16.7 


87 


1,329 


6.5 


Johnston 


10 


54 


18.5 


182 


2,085 


8.7 


Lanier 


6 


16 


37.5 


211 


1,936 


10.9 


KcCallusi 


3 


30 


10.0 


99 


1,526 


6.5^ 


Reagan 


4 


25 


16.0 


209 


1*702 


12.3 


Robbins 


0 


1 


0.0 


52 


264 


19.7 


Travis 


32 


103 


31.1 


356 


2,347 


15.2 


Total 


70 


328 


21*3 


•.911 


17.8S4 


10.7 



Figure 1, ANNUAL 1985-86 HIGH SCHOOt DROPOUT RATE Sr SCHOOL FOR LIHITE0-ENGLISH-PR0FICIEK7 
STUDENTS AND FOR THE DISTRICT. 
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Figure 2 shows the high school dropout rates by ethnicity, sex, and grade 
for LEP students and for the District. 

« Hispanic LEP students had the highest ci.'opout rate (23.6%) which 

was about 8% higher than at the District level (15.3%). 
6 Other LEP students had the second highest dropout rate (16%). 
« 24.3% of the LEP males dropped out while only 17.3% of the 

females dropped out. 
« LEP ninth graders were most likely to drop out (29.4%), while 

12th graders were least likely to dropout (3.2%). This was also 

true for the District. 



Group 


Dropouts 


LEP STI»DEHTS 
tnroriment 


Dropout t 




DISTRICT 




Black 


0 


1 


0.0 


Dropouts 
314 


Enrol iment 
3,204 


Dropout i 
9.8 


Hispanic 


55 


233 


23.6 


651 


4,316 


15.3 


Other 


15 


94 


16.0 


936 


10,374 


9.0 


Female 


24 


139 


17.3 


883 


8,829 


10.0 


Male 


46 


189 


24.3 


1,028 


9,065 


11.0 


Grade 9 


48 


163 


29.4 


911 


6,393 


14.2 


Grade 10 


13 


83 


15.7 


456 


4,500 


10.1 


Grade 11 


8 


51 


15.7 


354 


3,713 


9.5 


Grade 12 


1 


30 


3.2 


190 


3,288 


5.8 


ToUl 


70 


328 


21.3 


1,911 


17,894 


10,7 



Figure 2. *N^*{;^15^-8«^j\GH^SCH^ DROPOUT RATE Br ETHNICI-'. Sa. AND GRADE FOR LIHITED-EKGLISH-PROFICIEHT 
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Figure 3 shows the 1985-86 junior high school dropout rates by school for 
LEP students and for the District. 

e The overall LEP dropout rate was 9.9% compared to 5.1% for the 
District. 

» The highest LEP dropout rate was at Fulmore with 11 (22.0%) of 
the 50 LEP students dropping out. At the District level, Robbins 
and Dobie had the highest dropout rate. 

« The LEP dropout rate was lower than the overall rate at Dobie, 
Lamar, Pearce and Porter. 

• The lowest dropout rate for the District was at Pearce. 



:>cnooi 


Dropouts 


LEP STUDEHTS 
Enroiiaent 






DISTRICT 


! 


Bedlchek 


1 


14 


Dropout 1 
7.1 


uropouts 
56 


Enrol jment 
1,261 


uropout % 
4.4 


Burnet 


2 


21 


9.5 


34 


731 


4.7 


Dobie 


1 


24 


4.2 


91 


758 


12.U 


Fulmore 


11 


50 


22.0 


77 


1.173 


6.6 


Lamar 


0 


26 


U.O 


29 


784 


3.7 


Kartin 


7 


69 


10.1 


38 


2,092 


3.5 


Kurchlson 


16 


155 


10.3 


46 


655 


7.0 


0. Henry 


3 


30 


10.0 


33 


795 


4.2 


Pearce 


0 


11 


0.0 


12 


910 


1.3 


Porter 


0 


16 


0.0 


55 


1,166 


4.7 


Robbins 


* 


* 


* 


10 


29 


34.5 


ToUl 


41 


416 


9.9 


461 


9,354 


5.1 



* Robbins did not have LEP students who dropped out. 

Figure 3. AHNUa 1985-86 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE Br SCHOOL FOR LIMITED-miSH-PROFICIENT STUDENTS 
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Figure 4 shows the junior high school dropout rates by ethnicity, sex and 
grade for LEP students and for the District. 



Hispanics had the highest dropout rate for LEP students and at 
the District level (10.3% and 7.2%). 
Just as many males (9.8%) as females (9.9%) who were LEP 
dropped out. 

Grade 8 (10.3%) had a slightly higher dropout rate than 
seventh grade (9.5%). This was also true at the District 
level . 



Group 


Uropouts 


LEP STUDENTS 
Enrol intent 






DISTRICT 




Black 


0 


3 


uropout X 
0.0 


uropouts 
50 


Enrollcient 
1,923 


uropout I 
2.6 


Hispanic 


36 


351 


10.3 


199 


2,799 


7.2 


Other 


5 


62 


SA 


232 


4,665 


5.0 


Female 


X9 


X91 


9.9 


196 


4,649 


4.2 


Male 


22 


225 


9.8 


285 


4,705 


6.1 


Grade 7 


22 


232 


9.5 


224 


4,712 


4.8 


Grade 8 


19 


184 


10.3 


257 


4,642 


5.5 


j Total 


41 


416 


9,9 


481 


9,354 


5.1 



Figure 4. ANNUAL 1985-86 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE Sr ETHNIcm. SEX. AND GRADE FOR LIHITED- 
EHGLISH-PROFICIENT STJDENTS AND THE DISTRICT. t-iniitu 
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Discussion 

Although the dropout rate for LEP students is high, it may be a slight 
overestimate. During the 1985-86 school year, the Title VII Program 
Specialist tried to keep track of everybody that left the program at 
Murchison. She wanted to find out whether the students who were leaving 
were going somewhere else to school or just dropping out. Of all the 
students who left, only two indicated they did not have plans to attend 
school. If these students really did enroll in schools somewhere else, then 
Murchison LEP dropout figures could be high. One possible explanation is 
that when a student goes back to their native country, that country is less 
likely to request a transcript than a U.S. school. On the other hand, 
students who said they planned to go to school may have never enrolled. In 
addition, the specialist mentioned that some LEP students only showed up for 
a day or two and never returned. These would also be included in the 
dropout count. Since transcript request is the basis used for calculating 
dropout rates, it is possible that some students were considered dropouts 
because a transcript was never requested for them. Thus, caution should be 
used in interpreting the dropout rates. 

It should also be noted that junior high rates are not as reliable as senior 
high rates for any group. 
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DISTRICT SURVEYS 



Purpose 

The purpose of tnis section is to provide information to answer the following 
decision and evaluation questions. 

Decision Question Dl ; Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education 
(Tbhj and Engl1sh-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is 
or modified? 

Evaluation Question How satisfied are school staffs with the 

IDEA for screening and instructional placement of LEP students? 
Have teachers used it for diagnosis of instructional needs? What 
problems have schools encountered with use of the IDEA? 

Evaluation Question Dl-12 ; Did teachers use Spanish and English 
TEAf-lS practice activities? How often? Did they incorporate 
TEAMS-style items on their tests? Did they expand on activities 
provided? 

Decision Question D2 ; Should staffing be changed or Increased to better 
meet the needs of LEP students? 

Evaluation Question D2-4 ; How many new LEP students are in school 
for the first time In 1986-87 (grades 1-6)? How many were new last 
year? 

Eval uation Question D2-9 ; How many students had to be transferred 
to receive b1 lingual /ESL service? By school (sending and 
reiving)? Where are the gaps in coverage (by grade, school)? 
Are there ways to improve the way teacher and student transfers are 
handled? 

Decision Question D3 ; Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction 
in their native language? 

Evaluation Question D3-2 ; Does the achievement of first- and 
third-grade LEP grade LEP students vary significantly based on the 
number of LEP students in the classroom (1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How 
much Spanish is used in each setting? 

Infomation Need U ; Do teachers of students monolingual in a 
language other than Spanish want or need community services? 
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District Surveys 
Procedure 



Based on information from the bilingual staff (elementary and secondary 
coordinators, Director of Elementary Education, ORE personnel), the survey 
items for teachers and administrators were developed. Once developed, they 
were given to the Directors of Elementary Management and Bilingual Education 
for their review. The questions were then passed on to the evaluator in charge 
of sending out the survey to about half of the teachers and all campus and 
central administrators in the Austin Independent School District (AISD) (see 
Attachment H-1 for details). This year the teacher and administrator surveys 
went out between March 13 through April 21. 

Sample 

Items given to various groups varied: 
GROUP 



Administrators 

Elementary 
Secondary 



ITEM NUMBERS 

3, 4, 5, 34, 35 & 36 
34 



Teachers 

Bilingual /ESL endorsed pre-K & K 
Bilingual/ESL endorsed grade 1 & 3 

Bilingual/ESL endorsed grade 2, 4 & 6 
Bilingual/ESL endorsed grade 5 



3-9, 105, 108, 113 

3-9, 105, 106, 107, 108, lOS, 

110, 111, 112, 113 

3-9, 105, 106, 107, 108, 113 

3-9, 105, 106, 107, 108, 110, 

111, 113 



Analysis 

The data analyst produced printouts showing the number and percent of 
respondents giving each possible response. A chi square was done on items six 
and seven on the teacher survey and on item 9 on the teacher survey and item 5 
on the administrator survey. 



Results 

Figure H-1 shows the administrator responses to the spring survey. Figure H-2 
shows teacher responses. Attachment H-2 includes responses to open-ended 
items and general comments received. 
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Evaluation Question Dl- 5; How satisfied are school staffs with the IDEA for 
screening and instructional placement of LEP students? Have teachers used it 
for diagnosis of instructional needsV What problems have scnools encountered 
with use of the IDEA? 

• Approximately two-thirds of all administrators and one-third of tne 
teachers surveyed were satisfied with the IDEA for screening LEP 
students. About half of the teachers were neutral, with only 8% 
dissatisfied. (Figures H-1 and H-2, ItPin 3) 

0 Two-thirds of the administrators and about half of the teachers agreed 

that IDEA test classifications resulted in appropriate instructional 

placement of LEP students. A high percentage of teachers and 

about a third (30%) of the administrators were neutral on the subject. 
(Figures H-1 and H-2, Item 4) 

• Almost as many teachers agreed (33. 7X), as disagreed (36.7%) that they 
used the IDEA test to diagnose students' instructional needs. (Figure 
H-2, Item 5) 

• Forty-three percent of the teachers were confident with administering 
the IDEA (20% were not confident) while 52% were confident with scoring 
it. (These percentages were not significant differences). (Figure 
H-2, Items 6 and 7) / v"" a 

Forty-three percent of the teachers were confident in their skills for 
determining the dominance for LEP students with limited English and 
Spanish ability (24% were not). (Figure H-2, Item 8) 

• There was a significant difference in the number of teachers (29% of 
125) who said they needed additional training and tips in using the 
IDEA and the number of administrators (56% of 48) who thought their 
teachers needed additional training. (Figure H-1, Item 5 and Figure 
H-2, Item 9) 

It appears attitudes towards the IDEA are fairly positive given that this was 
the first year of implementation. One problem which has arisen is that the 
test appears quite difficult for pre-K and K students. This may account for 
some dissatisfaction. Determining dominance for students needing extra 
diagnosis based on IDEA results would probably be a good topic for staff 
training especially at these two grade levels. A new pre-IPT should be 
available for 1987-88. 

Evaluation Question Dl-12 : Did teachers use Spanish and English TEAMS 
practice activities? How often? Did they incorporate TEAMS-style items on 
their tests? Did they expand on activities provided? 

Response options for Items 109, 110, and 111 on the teacner survey ranged from 
1 to more than 12 times; 0 was not listed. There is some problem in 
interpreting these results because those not responding may have not used 
TEAMS activities at all or may not have had LEP students this year (so the 
questions were inappropriate). 
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• Bilingual teachers (N=51) were asked how many times they i»sed Spanish 
TEAMS activities. Based on a response rate of 15 of 51 (29%), a 
minimum of 29% of the grade 1-6 teachers surveyed, used the materials 
this year. About half of the teachers responding (N=15) estimated tney 
used the Spanish activities with their LEP students one to three times 
23% used them four to eleven times. Of the teachers who marked more 
than 12 and actually specified a number (N=4), it was estimated that 
the Spanish activities were used an average of 78 times. Of those 
responding, most either used TEAMS activities a few times or many 
times. (Figure H-2, Item 109) 

• Bilifigual teachers {N=53) were asked iiow many times they used the 
English TEAMS activities with their LEP students. A miniwra of 49% 
of the teachers (those responding) used the English materials this 
year. Twenty-three percent of the teachers responding (N=26) estimated 
they used the activities 1 to 3 times, 28% used them 4 to 11 times. Of 
those that marked more than 12 and actually specified a number (N=6), 
it was estimated the practice activities were used 37 times. (Figure 
H-2, Item 110) 

§ Most (at least 73% of those surveyed) teachers appear to use TEAMS 
style items on tests they developed for their students. This is about 
the same return rate districtwide. The majority {61%) of teachers used 
TEAMS style items more than 12 times. (Figure H-2, Item 111) 

Evaluation Question D2-4 : How many new LEP students are in school for the 
first time in I9a5-a/ (grades 1-6)? How many were new last year? Response 
options for Items 106 and 107 on the teacher survey ranged from 1 to more than 
12 times; 0 was not listed. There is some problem in interpreting these 
results because those not responding may not have had students witn limited or 
no experience. 

• Two-thirds of the teachers (N=59) responding to the survey had at least 
one LEP student who had limited or no school experience before entering 
AISD in 1986-87; 20% had two to three students and 5% had more than 12 
students with limited or no school experience. (Figure H-2, Item 106) 

• Almost 50% of the teachers (N=44) had at least one student with limited 
or no school experience in 1985-86; 14 of 44 teachers had two to three 
students and one had more than 12 students with limited or no school 
experience for a minimum of 29 students for these teachers. (Figure 
H-2, Item 107) 

There appear to be a number of these students with special needs in AISD. 

Evaluation Question D2-9 : How many students had to be transferred to receive 
bilingual/ESL service? By school (sending and receiving)? Where are the gaps 
in coverage (by grade, school)? Are there ways to improve the way teacher and 
student transfers are handled? 
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Thirty-eight elementary administrators were asked on the District survey to 
describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to other campuses. 

• A list of problems is included as Attachment H-2. The most frequent 
mentioned is the unwillingness of some schools to develop a bilingual 
program to serve LEP students. 

Evaluation Question D3-2 ; Does the achievement of first- and third-grade LEP 
students vary significantly based on the number of LEP students in the 
classroom (1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How much Spanish is used in each setting? 

We are unable to answer this question because it was our intention to have the 
same first and third grade teachers th?l got Item 108 get Item 112. In the 
assignment of survey questions this did not happen. We may try again next 
year. We did, however, get some results for the two questions independent of 
each other since the questions were not asked of the same teachers. 

• One-fourth of the teachers (N=64) responding had provided bilingual 
instruction to at least one student, one-fourth to 2-4 students, and 
17% to 12 or more students. The responses were distributed throughout 
the response scale. (Figure H-2, Item 108) 

• Only 14 of 52 teachers responded to the question on how many minutes of 
Spanish language instruction they provided per day. Three teachers 
provided 41 to 60 minutes of instruction, three provided one to two 
hours of instruction, and three provided over three hours of Spanish 
instruction. (Figure H-2, Item 112) 

Information Need I-l : Do teachers of students monolingual in a language other 
than Spanish want or need community services? 

» Of the respondents (148 were surveyed), almost two-thirds of tne 
teachers wanted tutors as an additional service for students 
monolingual in a language other than Spanish or Vietnamese. (Figure 
H-2, Item 113) 

• Other suggestions given were: 

- More materials translated, 

- Materials in those languages with English on one side, and 

- Lower teac^^er/pupil ratio. 




APPENDIX H . ^ 

6 443 



86.22 



Some questions were included in the administrator and teacher survey that 
provided some additional information. 

Administrators were asked to estimate the number of times their campus LPAC 
formally met during the year. 

• Of the nine elementary administrators responding, one-third said their 
LPAC met five times, two said three times, two said four times and two 
said six times. (Figure H-1, Item 34) 

• Of the thirteen secondary administrators responding, about 50% said 
their LPAC met one to three times during the year. Thirty-one percent 
said they met eight to nine times. (Figure H-1, Item 34) 

Teachers were asked how many years they had provided bilingual or ESL 
instruction to LEP students. 

• Half the teacher" responding (N=125) had taught one to five years. 
Forty- two percent had taught six to twelve years. Nine teachers had 
taught more than 12 years (an average of 15 years). (Figure H-2, Item 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL 



3«I HAVE BEEN SATISFIED WITH THE IDEA TEST FOR 
SCREENING LEP STUDENTS* 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E* STRONGLY DISAGREE 



8. AGREE 



D. DISAGREE 



TOTALS 



NUMBSa OF 
RESPONSES 



8 18 11 
19«5X 26.8t 



3 

7.3S 



1 



ELEMENTARY 



41 



8 18 11 
19. 5X 43* 9? 26* 8X 



3 

7.3X 



1 



4»I0jA test CLASSIFICATIONS RESULT IN APPROPRIATE 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLACEMENT OF LEP STUDENTS* 
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL STRONGLY DISAGREE 

fl* AGREE D. DISAGREE 



NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B C D E 

TOTALS 43/_ 3 25 13 2 0 

^*tb ^ 7^0% 58.1? 30»2? ^t.JX 0.0? 



ELEMENTARY 43 3 25 13 2 0 

7*0% 50«1? 30.21 4.7? 0«0X 



gure H-1. ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY RESULTS. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUMHARy FOR SPRING 1987 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL 



5.1 WOULD LIV.E MY STAFF TO RECEIVE ADDITIONAL TRAIN- 
ING AND TIPS IN USING THE IDEA TEST. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. SrRONGLY DISAGREE 
&• AGREE D. DISAGREE 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B C 0 



TOTALS 



6 21 6 B 7 

12. 5S 45«8t 12.5S 16. 7S 14. 6^ 



-a 

m 

o 
»— I 

X 



ELEMENTARY 



48 



6 21 6 8 7 

I2.5S 43. at X2.5t 16. 7t I4.6t 



34. EACH YEARt I ESTIMATE HY CkMPUS LPAC MEETS FORMALLY 
(WITH RECORDED MifiUTES) TIMES. 



A. 


I 


E. 


5 


I. 


9 


B. 


2 


F. 


6 


J. 


ID 


C. 


3 


G. 


7 


K. 


11 


D. 


4 


H. 


8 


L. 


12 



TOTALS 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



125342D3 
5X 9.1? 22. 7t 13.61 18.2t 9. It D.Dt 13.6S 



4.5t 



D 

D.Dt 



D 1 
D.DS 4.5S 



ELEMENTARY 
SECONDARY 



13 



0»Dt D.Dt 22«2t 22^2% 33*3: 22.2% D.Dt D.DS D.Dt D.DS D.Dt D.DX 

12311DD3 IDDl 
7*7X 15. 4X 23.1? 7.7? 7.7? D.D? D.D? 23.1? 7.7? D.D? D.D? 7.7? 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHDDL DISTRICT ' 
OFFICH OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUMHARY FOR SPRING 19B7 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY « BILINGUAL/ESI. 



35al NE£0 ADDITIONAL BILINGUAL/ESL TEACHERS IN 

ORDER TO MINIMIZE TRANSFERS. 



A. 


0 


£• 


4 


I. 


B 


M. 12 OR MORE 


B. 


1 


F. 


5 


J. 


9 




C. 


2 


G. 


6 


K. 


10 




D. 


B 


H« 


7 


L. 


IX 





G H I J tC L N 

G 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0* 0 1 0. OS 0* Ot 0. Ot 0« 02 0. OX 0. ot 



ELEMEMARY 39 I7 7I0 32000C0000 

43. 6X 17. 9t 25. 6t 7.7t 5. It O.OX O.OX 0.0? 0.C5 O.OX O.Ot O.CX O.Ot 



o 2! NUMBER OF 

2 RESPONSES A B C 0 E F 

3: TOTALS 39X (7^1^) 17 7 10 3 2 0 

'^^J ^ 43.6? 17.9? r5.6? 7.7S 5.1? 0.0? 



36.PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BIGGEST PROBLEM WITH TRANSFER- 
RING LEP STUDENTS TO OTHER CAMPUSES. (USE BACK DF 
SURVEY IF NECESSARY.) ({si-- 3©^ 



Figure H-2. (Page 3 of 3) 
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AUSTIN INOEPENJENT SCHCCL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUHHARY FaR SPRING 1937 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL 



3.1 HAVE BEEN SATISFIED WITH THE ICEA TEST FOR 
SCREENING LEP STLOENTS* 

A* STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B« AGREE 0« CISAGREE 



m 



TOTALS 



ELEMENTARY 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



B 



UO/ (t,57^ 13 Z9 59 1 Z 

Alp^ ll^B? 26,4a! 53.61 6.4X 1.8X 



llO 



13 29 59 7 2 

11. B? 26.4X 53. 6? 6.4S l.BX 



4*I0EA TEST CLASSIFICATIONS RESULT IN APPROPRIATE 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLACEMENT OF LEP STUDENTS. 
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B* AGREE 0« DISAGREE 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A a C 0 



TOTALS 



43 53 
% 35*52 43.82 



12 
9.9S 



2 

1.72 



ELEMENTARY 



121 



II 43 53 12 2 
9.12 35.52 43.B2 9.92 1.72 



Figure TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS. (Page 1 of 8) 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ ESL 



HAVE USED THE IDEA TEST TO DIAGNOSE STUDENTS' 
INSTRUCTIONAL NEEDS, 

A« STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E, STRONGLY DISAGREE 



8« AGREE 



D« DISAGREE 



NUMBER OF 
RHSPONSHS 



ro : 



3> 

» m 
► 2: 
o 
♦—I 

X 
2= 



TOTALS 



ELEMENTARY 



''^ (5n)9,? 



,2% 24«5t 29.6« 16«:jS 20«4{ 



98 



9 24 29 16 20 
9.2S 24. 5t 29.6t 16.3% 2D.4t 



6>I FEEL CONFIDENT IN MY SKILLS IN ADMINISTERING THE 
lOEA TEST. 

A« STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E« STRONGLY DISAGREE 
8« AGREE D. DISAGREE 



TOTALS 



NUHBSR OF 
RESPONSES 



B 



too 27 25 45 10 14 
/J83^ 22*3t 20,7t 37*2t 8.3« IU6? 



ELEMENTARY 



121 



27 25 45 10 14 
22«3t 20.7S 37«2t 11^6% 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - 8ILINGUAL/ESL 



7.1 FEEL CONFIDENT IN HY SKILLS IN SCORING THE IDcA 
TEST. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE 
AGREE D. DISAGREE 



m 



TOTALS 



ELEMENTARY 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



ID8^ M?*) 29 27 34 7 II 

y^lL^^ "26. 9X 2S.DX 31.5% 6.5Z ID. 2 



1D8 



ZZ 



29 27 34 7 II 

26. 9« 25.DZ 31.51 6. 51 1D.2S 



3.1 FEEL CONFIDENT IN HY SKILLS IN DETERMINING 

DOMINANCE FOR LEP STUDENTS ("ITH LIMITED ENGLISH AND 
SPANISH ABILITY (NES/NSS ANu LES/LSS ON THE IDEA 
TEST). 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

B. AGREE D. DISAGREE 



TOTALS 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



B 



112/ U#D^) 14 34 37 U ' 16 
Ah5 12.5% 3D. 4? 33. OX 9.8% 14.3? 



ELEMENTARY 



14 34 37 11 16 
12. 5X 3D.4X 33. D2 9.8X 14.3$ 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - 8ILINGUAL/ESL 



9.1 UOULD LIKE ADDITIONAL TRAINING AND TIPS IN USING 
THE IDEA TEST. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
8» AGREE D. DISAGREE 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B C D 



TOTALS 



(3^7^ ^0 26 « 23 23 
^ 8.0? 20.8? 34.41: 18.43E 18.41 



-15 
M m 

O 
»— I 
X 

3: 



ELEMENTARY 



125 



10 26 43 23 23 
8.0^ 20. 8S 34. 4S ld.4S 18. 4S 



105. HOU MANY YEARS HAVE YOU PROVIDED BILINGUAL OR ESL 

INSTRUCTION TO LEP STUDENTS (INCLUDING THIS YEAR)? 
A. i n. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 

8. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. U 

C. 3 F. 6 I. 0 L* 12 (SPECIFY) 



TOTALS 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



18 
14. 4S 



12 
9.6t 



9 14 
7.22 11.^: 



10 15 13 
8.0t 12.01: 10.42 



6 

4.8I; 



7 

5.6I; 



5 

4.0X 



3 

2.4S 



4 

3.23 



9 

7.2X 



ELEMENTARY 



125 



18 
14*42 



12 
9.62 



9 14 
7.22 11.22 



10 15 13 
8.02 12.02 10.42 



6 

4.8^ 



7 

5.62 



5 

4.02 



3 

2.42 



4 

3.2X 



9 

7.22 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY • BlLtNGUAL/ESL 



X06.H0tt MANY CF YOl ^ LEP STUDENT. HAC LIMITED OR NO 

SCHOOL eXPERIENCc BSFORE ENTERING A I SO IN 1986-877 
^• I D« ^ G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 
8. 2 S. 5 H. 3 K. II 



C. 3 F. 6 1.9 L. 12 



(SPECIFY) 



TOTALS 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



7 5 I I I 0 C I 0 0 I 3 

•9X 8*5S l.7« 1.7X t.lZ O.Cr 0.0% 1.72 Q^OX 0.0% 1.7X 5. U 



ELEMENTARY 



59 39 751110010013 

66.12 II. 9« 8.5S 1.7X U7t U7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 5.1% 



107. IF VCU PROVIDED BILINGUAL AND/OR ESL INSTRUCTION TO 
LEP STUDENTS IN 1985-86* HOW MANY HAD LIMITED OR NO 
SCHOOL EXPERIENCE BEFORE ENTERING AISD IN 19£5«86? 
A- I D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 
8. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. 11 . ^ 



C. 3 F. 6 U 9 L. 12 



(SPECIFY) 



TOTALS 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 

44 



'V^ (377^ 20 6 e 3 

Al^ V %5.52 13.6X I8.2t 6.8 



^ 40000011 
B% 2.3S 9.12 O.Ot 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 2.32 2.32 



ELEMENTARY 



20 683140000011 
45.52 13.62 18.22 6.82 2.32 9.12 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 2.32 2.32 



Figure (Page 5 of 8) 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL 



00 



ro 



m 
o 

>— I 

X 

3: 



l08*hOH MANY OF YOUR HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS DO YOU SERVE 
WITH BILINGUAL INSTRbCTlCN? 

A» I 0. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 

8* 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. U 

3 F. 6 U 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY) 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES ABC 



TOTALS 



18 
28. U 



4 

6.32 



6 7 
9.4S 10. 9S 



6 

9*4% 



2 



3 

4.7S 



2 

3«It 



3 

4.7S 



2 

3«12 



0 

COS 



2 9 
3«l? 14.U 



ELEMENTAflY 



64 



18 
28. U 



4 

6.3:c 



6 7 
9.42 10. 9S 



6 

9.4?' 



2 

3.U 



3 

4.7« 



2 

3.U 



3 

4.7X 



2 

3.U 



0 

COS 



2 9 
3«U 14.1X 



109. ESTIMATE THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU USED THE SPANISH 
TEAMS PRACTICE ACTIVITIES WITH YOUR LEP STUDEriT^. 

A» I D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 

B. 2 E. 5 H. 8 11 

C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY) 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES ABC 



TOTALS 



5 

33. 3X 



1 



1 

6.72 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



1 

6.7t 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



0 7 
0.0$ ^6.7t 



ELEMENTARY 



15 



5 

33. 3 1 



1 

6,7t 



1 

6.7t 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



1 

6.7t 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

J.Qt 



0 

O.Ot 



0 

O.Ot 



0 7 i 

O.Ot 46. 7t 
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AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHQCL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL 



IIO.ESTIHATC THE NCHBER OF TIKES YOU USED THE E.CGLISH 
TEAHS PRACTICE ACTIVITIES WITH YCUR LEP STUDENTS, 

A. I D, 4 u. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 

B. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K, U 

C. 3 F, 6 U 9 L. 12 ISPECIFY) 

NUMBER OF 

P.eSPONSES ABC 



TOTALS 26, 



13 



^ yoD V. /u,5^ 3.8t 7.7S O.OX 3.8t G.OX 0,0X 3*8? 7.1Z 7,7% O^Ot 3,85 50.0? 

TD ■ I -I ■■ ■ ■ ■■ jfw f - 



O ELCMENTARY 26 312010012201 13 

X ll,515 3.8? 7,7X 0,0X 3.8S O.Ot 0,0? 3.aX 7^7t 7.7% 0-OS 3-85 50.0? 



III. ESTIMATE THE NUM8ER OF TIMES YOU USED TEAMS-STYLE 
ITCMS ON TESTS YOU DEVELOPED FOR YOUR STUDENTS. 
A. I D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12 

a. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. II ^ 

C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 ^. 12 (SPECIFY) 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES ABC 



TOTALS 



^ViJ/> ("l^i) 00123300060 ."l 
/lU \ ^O.OX 0.0? 2.0? 3.9? 5.9? 5.9? 0.0? 0.0? 0.0? 11.8? 0.0? 9.8? 60.8? 



ELEMENTARY 51 001233000605 31 

0.0? 0.0? 2.0? 3.9? 5.9? 5.9? 0.0? 0.0? 0.0? 11.8? 0.0? 9.8? 60.8? 

Figure H-2. (Page 7 of 8) ^^^^ 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RESE^o^H AND EVALUATION 



RESPONSE SU;JMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAC/ESL 



112. IF you ARE PROVIDING BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION TO 
HISPANIC STUOENTSt HCh HMiY MINUTES OF SPANISH 
LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION DD YOU PROVIDE PER DAY? 

A. LESS THAN 20 MINUTES D.61-120 MINUTES 

B. 20 TO 40 UNUTES c.l2l«ld0 MINUTES 

C. 41-60 MINUTES F.OVER ISO MINUTES 



00 : 



^ m 



NUMBER OF 
AESPONSSo 



TOTALS 



2 3 3 2 3 

14.3S 21.42 21. 4S X4.3IS 21. 4S 



ELEMENTARY^ . 



14 



■I 2 3 ' 3 2 3 

7. IS 14.3X 21.42 2X*4X 14.3% 2X*4X 



113.1 NEED THE FOLLOWING ADDl/IONAL SERVICES FOR HY 
STUDENTS WHO ARE MONCLINGUAL IN A LANGUAGE OTHER 
THAN SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE. 

A. TUTORS C. OTHER {SPECIFY) 

B. INTERPRETERS 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



TOTALS 



c 

17 



ELEMENTARY 



60 



37 



17 



Figure H-2. (Page 8 of 8) 
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Attachment H-1 



The key characreri-tics of these surveys are sumniarized in the table below. 



CKflfiACTHISnCS' 



$ u ft V gy 



WJ'liiNIiTRATuR 



Population 
Surveied 

Survey 
Topics 



All higi scncol 
students 

Vocational ccurse 
interests, quality 
of education, "no 
pass, no play," 
teaching as a 
.career, axtraoir- 
ricular activities, 
PW. Program, SLnmer 
school 



Dates of 
Adninistration 

Total Nuiter 
of Items 

Range of Itais 
Per tespondent 

Mirber of 
SurveifS 

Nutrbr.r of 
Surveys Returned 

Percentage of 
Surveys Returned 



Noverber 14 - 24 
29 
10-15 
15,646 
13,035 
83% 



5CS randcm senple of teachers All caipus and central 

admnistrators 



Adcpt-A-School , AIM high, teacher 
appraisal system, Silingual/ESL 
Progran, Cable 8, extracurricu- 
lar transportation, t^gnat 
Progran, newsletters, 
OJtdoor Learning, PPL Progran, 
Project BEST, retention, school 
climate, staff development. 
Student Assistarice Progran, 
T&TMS, testing, time use. 
Title VII 



fferch 13 - April 20 
210 
13-23 
1,851 
1,307 
71S 



Acacanic Incentive Progran, 
Adcpt-A-School, AIM High, 
Bilingual/Ea. Progran, Cable 8, 
extracurricular transportation, 
f^gnet Progran, newsletters; 
Ojtcoor Learning, PAL Progran, 
Project BEST, retention, school 
climate, School Cannunity 
Guidance Progran, staff develop- 
ment, Student Assistance Progran, 
TEPMS, testing, time use. 
Title VII, Transitional Acadsnic 
Progran 

terch 25 - April 21' 



86 
10-18 
297 
257 
87S 
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Attachment H-2 



Administrators 

Please describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to other 
campuses. 

Transfer of problem students on the basis that they are LEP when the 
students could remain on their home campus with no problem. 

- Travis has the greatest number and other campuses don't give time to 
develop a program. Help LEP students find home. 

Other principals do not want to accept these students. 

- Finding a campus willing and able to take them. 

Some LEP students do move from school to school and just take the green 
card to the next school. Information on this card is inadequate; more 
information is needed for proper initial placement. 
Paperwork of transfer 

- Thp biggest problem would be adjusting to the new campus, teachers, and 
making new friends. 

Conflicting instructions, much unt 'cessarv paperwork, incorrect ORE 
reports. 

- Finding a school with available space. Getting parents to see tne 
transfer would be a sound decision. 

Not every campus has bilingual and/or ESL teachers. 
Special evening orientation session for students and parents with 
counselors and administrators. Orientation for students prior to cominc 
to Crockett. 

- Lunch and tour with PAL student. 
Schedule prior co coming to Crockett. 
Counseling 
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PROGRAM RECORDS/PERSONNEL FILES 



Purpose 

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following 
decision and evaluation questions. 

Decisior. Question D2: Should staffing be chanaed or increased to better 
meet the needs of LEP students? 

Evaluation Question D2-6 : How many teachers are bilingually 
endorsed? esl endorsed? Compared to 1985-86? Has the rutio of 
LEP students to teachers improved? 

Evaluation Question D2-7 : What percentage of bilingual teachers 
were eligible tor the stipend as of spring, 1987? How many 
bilingual students did they teach? Compared to 1985-86? 

Evaluation Question D2-8 : Wliere are the gapi in joverage (by 
grade, school)? Where are the ^aps in bilingua'.ESL coverage (by 
grade, school)? Can bilingual and ESL teachers be placed so that 
all LEP students are servedt 

Evaluation Question 02-10 ; How do alternative student assignment 
plans impact delivery of bilingual /ESL education? 

Information Need I ; What was the cost per student hour of 
bilinguaTecTucation; ESL? 



Procedure 

To answer Evaluation Questions D2-6 and D2-8, the District Priorities' data 
analyst generated a printout in March, 1987 which listed active LEP students 
by dominance, parent denials, and transfers plus it also included the number 
of endorsed teachers by school. The Evaluation Associate for District 
Priorities and a coder looked at gaps in coverage of bilingual instructions by 
taking several counts based on the data given. 

A count of bilingual, ESL, and Austin ESL teachers was done overall for 
elementary and secondary (Attachment I-l). All endorsed teachers were 
included; administrators, counselors, and helping teachers were not. 

Bilingual Stipends 

The principals, the Director of Eiemer.tarv Bilingual Education, the Finance 
Office, and Personnel all had a role in keeping track of who was eligible for 
and receiving a bilingual stipend. The Director of Elementary Bilingual 
Education provided a copy of the criteria (see Attachment 1-2). Principals 
had to complete a form each time teachers became eligible or ineligible. Her 
secretary kept track (through a paper file) of those receiving the stipend. 
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ORE borrowed these forms and made a list of the number of A-C students served 
by each teacher who received a stipend. All teachers (as of May, 1987) were 
counted even if they were only eligible part of the year. A few teacners 
became ineligible for snort periods and then eligible again; they were counted 
only once. 

A median and mean number of LEP A, B, and C students (and the range) was then 
calculated. 

The Cost of Bilingual/ESL Services 

An information need that arose during the year was the cost of providing 
bilingual and ESL instruction. 

An attempt was made to determine costs incurred for oi lingual and ESL services 
above and beyond those for the regular AISD program. The basic cost 
components that were analyzed included: 

e Bilingual stipends, 

0 Vietnamese centers at Woo ten and Walnut Creek, 

0 Hurchison Bilingual 

e Travis Sheltered Bilingual Program; 

§ LEP pre-K, pre-first summer school, 

9 Administration 

—Personnel, travel, telephone, consultants 

—Supplies, materials, stipends, reproduction (much used at schools), 
e Evaluation. 

Allocated costs from AISD's 1986-87 budget were generally used because they 
reflect the amount that had to be set aside for each component. A number of 
cost centers included bilingual costs from the elementary and secondary areas: 

Elementary 

OCR Waiver (Vietnamese) 117-11-6XXX.2G-822 



Pre-K, Pre-ls'i Summer School 
Bilingual/ESL (Administration) 
Bilingual/ESL (Admin, materials) 



117-XX-6XXX.9J-822 
117-XX-6XXX. 04-822 
117-XX-6XXX. 04-822 



Secondary 



ESOL-Coordinator 
Murchison Bilingual 
Travis Bilingual 



117-XX-6XXX.XX-836 
117-XX-6XXX.1L-836 
117-XX-6XXX. 04-836 



All Level 



Bilingual/ESL Compliance 
Special Populations Evaluation 



117-XX-6XXX.XX-850 
117-XX-6XXX.XX-852 
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Special populations and district priorities functions were combined and 
reallocated in terms of responsibilities in 1985-86. The cost for bilingual/ 
ESL evaluation was estimated based on J5 evaluation associate, ,33 evaluator, 
.40 data analyst, temporary help, .31 reproduction, .33 supplies, and .33 
other expenses. 

Students served v/ere generally based on official fall figures (October TEA 
counts). The amount of time served was estimated based on information from 
written materials and staff. We attempted to be fair but generous in 
determining student contact hour costs per year. 

The cost per student represents the allocation divided by the number of 
students served. The cost per full-time equivalent student represents the 
allocation divided by the total number of full -time equivalent student (cost 
per hour) times 175 school days. It was not possible to calculate this cost 
for all components. In most cases, funds were used almost completely. In the 
case of stipends, allocations and expenditures are listed (both numbers were 
obtained from the coordinator for elementary bilingual programs). Expenditures 
were used for transportation. These were obtained from transportation staff 
for each component in June. 

Most teachers' basic salaries were not included because LEP students are 
simply assigned to teachers endorsed in bilingual or ESL and they provide all 
of the students' basic instruction. However, some teachers were included for 
specific reasons: 

9 Four additional Vietnamese teachers assigned to Walnut Creek and Wooten 
because they work as resource teachers (in the absence of sufficient 
Vietnamese/English bilingual classroom teachers). 

# Four bilingual teachers at Murchison (ESL is the only required program 
at junior high); 

e A teacher assigned to the Sheltered Bilingual Program at Travis (not a 
required program); 

§ Sunmier school teachers. 



Results 

Evaluation Question D2-6 : How many teachers are bilingually endorsed? ESL 
endorsed? Compared tc 1985-86, has the ratio of LEP students to teachers 
improved? 
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Teachers who provide TBE must be bilingually endorsed (see definitions Delow). 
ESL must be provided by ESL or bilingually endorsed teachers. The supply of 
such teachers is therefore critical. Most of the teachers endorsed as 
bilingual or "regular ESL" work with LEP students annually. Teachers generally 
have both LEP and non-LEP students in their classrooms. However, only some 
"Austin ESL" endorsed teachers work with LEP students. The adequacy of the 
Austin ESL teachers' backgrounds in meeting the needs of LEP students varies 
considerably. 



Bilingually endorsed — Teachers nave completed a series of 
college courses preparing them to provide dual language 
instruction and passed oral and written Spanish proficiency tests. 
Regular ESL — Teachers have completed four college courses 
focusing on ESL techniques. 

Austin-ESL — Teachers had one or more LEP students in their 
classes prior to 1980-81. TEA granted ESL endorsement to such 
teachers statewide as long as the teachers stayed in the same 
district. 



FIGURE I-l 

BILINSUAL AND ESL-ENOORSED TEACHERS 1986-87 



Endorsement 


Elementary 


Secondary 


Teacher 
Total 


Teacners 


Students 


Teachers 


Students 


Bilingual — 












Spanish 


321* 


2,668* 


8** 


135* 


329 


Vietnamese 


4 


72 






4 


Regular ESL 


61 


341 


13 


645 


74 


Austin ESL 


357 




63 




420 



^Official October counts for students. March count of teachers. 



**Bilingual instruction is only offered at Murchison Junior High; the other 
four bilingually endorsed teachers are assigned to high schools where ESL 
is the only program offered. The average number of students per bilingual 
teacher at Murchison is 33.'^ (135/4). One teacher at Travis provides dual 
language instruction to Hispanic LEP A, B, C students (90 as of October) 
for one hour per da.y; however, this does not meet the requirements of TBE. 
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The number of bilingual ly endorsed teachers increased in 1983-84, 1984-85, and 
1985-86. The supply of blllngually endorsed teachers decreased frm 342 in 

1985- 86 to 333 in 1986-87 (a 3% decrease), ThuSv while the number of students 
needing bilingual service increased by 26%, (2279 in 1985-86 and 2,875 in 

1986- 87) the supply of teachers decreased. The count of students needing 
bilingual service included Hispanic (grades Pre-K tnrough 8) and Vietnamese 
students receiving bilingual education. 

The number of Austin ESL certified teachers (420) far exceeded the number of 
regular ESL teachers (74) in 1986-87. The supply of regular-ESL-endorsed 
teachers increased by 6 (8%) in 1986-87 but the number of Austin-ESL-teachers 
decreased substantially (26%) from 567 to 420. 

This year 17 elementary schools were fully staffed with a bilingual teacher at 
every grade level they served. The goal for next year is to have the 16 
priority schools (tnose with primarily lower income students) fully staffed to 
provide bilingual s'^rvice and have some designated cluster centers around tne 
city to which LEP s, ^ents can transfer if their home school cannot serve 
them. The best way , examine whether the supply of bilingual and ESL 
teachers is adequate 1S to examine the number of bilingual student transfers 
and gaps in service. Transfers and gaps in service are discussed in Appendix 
D of this report. 

Evaluation (Htestion D2-7; What percentage of bilingual teachers were eligible 
for the stipend as of spring, 1987? How many bilingual students did they 
teach? 

Compared to 1985-86 the total numoer of stipended teachers increased from 271 
to 302. Of these, the number of A, B, and C students served was listed for 
301; 73.1% of these had 10 or fewer LEP A, B, C students. Those who had 15 or 
fewer LEP students represented 83.4% of the total teacliers. 

Teachers were then looked at in terms of the average number of LEP students per 
teacher. This average was based on a total of 3,008 LEP A, B, and C students 
served. The median was 6 LEP students per stipended teacher. The overall mean 
per teacher was 9.99. However, this group included eight special area elemen- 
tary and four secondary teachers for whom a large numoer of students were 
listed as served. An adjustment was made for these students by dividing the 
number listed by the five periods in the teaching day. Subsequently, the 
adjusted mean was 8.3 LEP students per stipended teacher. The following 
figure shows the number of stipended teachers serving various numbers of LEP 
A, B, and C students. 
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Figure 1-2 

NimBER OF STIPENDED TEACHERS SERVING VARIOUS 
NUMBERS OF LEP A, B, AND C STUDENTS. 



Number of LEP* 






A, B, C Students 


Number of Teachers 


1 


24 


( 7.9%) 


2 


16- 


( 5.3%) 


3 


33 


(10.9%) 


4 


34 


(11.3%) 


5 


24 


( 7.9%) 


6 


29 


( 9.6%) 


7 


25 


( 8.3% 


8 


17 


( 5.6%) 


9 


10 


( 3.3%) 


10 


8 


( 2.6%) 


11 


11 


( 3.6%) 


12 


6 


( 2.0%) 


13 


6 


( 2.0%) 


14 


5 


( 1.7%) 


_15 


53 


(17.5%) 


Unknown 


1 


( 0.3%) 


TOTAL 


301 


(100.1%)** 



* Unadjusted Numbers 

**Numbers do not add to 100% due to rounding off adjustments. 



In 1985-86, a salary supplement was instituted for bilingual teachers as a 
recruiting tool, Teacners who met criteria all year were awarded $1,500; 
others were prorated according to length of eligibility. Supplements were 
awarded to pre-K through grade 12 teachers v^ho: 

1. Held a valid teaching certificate with a bilingual endorsement or a 
bilingual special permit, 

2. Engaged for at least three hours during the day in basic or 
supplementary dual language instruction through any or all of these 
components of Transitional Bilingual Education: language arts, 
mathematics, science, and/or social studies, and 

J. fc^Jorked with LEP students dominant in another language or balanced in 
English and another language (LEP categories A, B, and C). 
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There were 333 teachers with bilingual endorsement in AISD as of March, 1987, 
The number of individual teachers receiving a stipend was totaled as of the 
end of the year. Some teachers left mid-year and were replaced, increasing 
the total number of individual teachers receiving a stipend. At year's end: 

© 302 bilingually endorsed teachers (an increase from 271 in 1985-86) had 
received a stipend (297 elementary, 4 junior high, 1 high school); 

9 3,008 (up from 2,799 in 1985-86) LEP A, B, and C students were served 
by these teachers. The median number of students served by these 
teachers was six both years. 

G 73% of the stipended teachers served 10 or fewer LEP A, B, and C 
students (plus non-LEP students), 

s\mm 

The LEP student population in AISD has been increasing. Until 1986-87, the 
number of bilingual ly-endorsed teachers was also increasing. In 1986-87, 
however, the number decreased. The bilingual stipend did not have enough 
impact to increase teacher supply this. year. 

On the other hand, the percentage of bilingual teachers earning the stipend 
increased this year. AISD appears to be utilizing bilingual teachers better 
with the students in greatest need. This increase also supports personnel 
reports that the stipend encouraged some endorsed teachers to work with LEP 
students who had not previously. 

Evaluation Question D2-8: Where are the gaps in coverage (by grade, school)? 
Where are the gaps in bi1ingual/ESL coverage (by grade, school)? Can 
bilingual and ESL teachers be placed so that all LEP students are served? 

The gaps in coverage are described in Appendix D of this report. 

The number of bilingual teachers would be sufficient if AISD could perfectly 
predict the schools and grade levels where bilingual teachers were needed or 
placed where LEP students attended school; however, problems with student 
mobility and other personnel needs at the school make this very difficult. 

Evaluation Question 02-10: How do alternative student assignment plans impact 
delivery of bilingual/ESL education? 

The goal for next year is to have the 16 priority schools (those with ptimarily 
lower income students) fully staffed to provide bilingual service. Additional 
plans are to have some designated cluster centers around the city to which LEP 
students can transfer if their home school cannot serve them. (Complete infor- 
mation on gaps and cluster centers is provided in Appendix D of this report,) 
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Infonsation Need 12 : Wnat was the cost per student Hour of oilingual education; 
ESL? 

Costs incurred for bilingual and ESL services above and beyond those for the 
regular AISD program are shown in Figure 

Overall, the allocated costs for bilingual programs in 1986-87 were $1,792,260 
($433 per LEP student or $199 per LOTE student). The allocated costs in 1986-87 
compared to 1985-86 decreased by $4b3,364 primarily because two components were 
dropped (Hispanic Curriculum Transfer Centers and bilingual aides). However, 
costs for some other components did increase. 

The highest cost were for components in which transportation of students was 
required. While transporting students may be the most efficient way to provide 
service, ways to reduce costs should always be explored, 

0 Although the cost for the Vietnamese program is high, the program is 
required. There are insufficient teachers to provide bilingual 
instruction for Vietnamese students throughout the District, Therefore, 
students are transported to the Vietnamese Centers, Teachers act as 
resource teachers, serving students for 1,5 to 2 hours per day. 

0 The cost per student for Murchison and Travis is slightly lower this year 
because more students were served. The junior high bilingual program will 
be at Martin rather than Murchison next year— this may reduce 
transportation costs. 

0 Summer school allocated costs and expected student enrollment for 1987 
were higher than in 1986. Actual enrollment appears to oe lower than 
expected (about 400) but final expenditures are not yet known (they will 
probably be considerably lower than the allocation). 
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FIGURE 1-3 

COST SPECIFICALLY FOR BILINGUAL/ESL SERVICES, 1986-87 



COMPONENT 


OCT., mf 

STUDENTS 
SERVED 


BUDGET 
ALLOCATION 




COST PER 
STUDENT 


STUDENT CONTACT 
HOURS PER YEAR 


COST PER 
FTE 


Vietnamese 
Centers 


73 


T=$119,330.00* 
B=$ 77,844.55 
Tota1=$197,174.55 


Total 


$1,634.66 
$1,0()6.36 
=$2,701.02 


1-2 hrs. each day 
25,550 hrs. total 
(at 2.0 hours) 


$ 8,104.17 


Murchlson 


135 


T=$102,557.00 
B=$110,a71.60 
Total=$213,428.60 


Total 


$ 759.68 
$ 821.27 
=$1,580.95 


1-6 hrs/day, 
136,500 hrs. total 
(at 6 hrs/student) 


$ 1,580.9b 


Travis 90** 

**0fficia1 October Count, 
LEP A, B, & C Students 


T=$ 19,494.00 
B=$ 25,959.67 
Tota1=$ 45,453.67 


Total 


$ 
$ 
=$ 


216.60 
288.44 
505.04 


1 extra 

(1 required, 

2 provided) 
15,750 total 


$ 3,030.24 


Summer School 
1987 (pre-k. 


700 
pre-1) 


$291,389 




$ 


416.27 


4 hrs. /day 8 wks. 
112,00 total 


$ 2,731.69 


Bilingual 
Stipends 


3,008 


$387,500 Allocated 
$445,509 Expended 


$ 
$ 


128.82 
148.11 


3-6 hrs, per day 
per student 






Administration 
(Elementary & 
Secondary) 


5,909*** 


Personnel etc. = 

$389,054.00 
Supplies, etc. = 




$ 
$ 


65.84 
24.47 




KEY 








$144,621.00 
Tota1=$533,675.00 


Total 


=$ 


90.32 




E=Elementary T=Teacners 
S=Secondary B=Busses 




Evaluation 


8,999 LOTE**** 


$ 65,629.83 




$ 


7.29 




FTE=Ful l-tiine Equivalent 
Student (Annual cost of 
the services if provided 




TOTAL 


4,143 LEP 


$1,792,259.65 




$ 


432.60 




full time — 6 hours/day 
—for 175 days) 






8,999 LOTE 






$ 


199.16 











*Anocatea amount was not completely used up because only four teachers were hired rather than the five 

the budget called for. ***Seven staff at 4,143 LEP and four at 8,999 LOTE students. 
****As of March. 1987. 



00 



ro 



Endorsement 


Pre-K 


K 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Total 
Pre-K-6 


•7-8 


9-12 


Total 
7 - 12 


Grand 
Total 


Bilingual 


16 


59 


70 


55 


42 


35 


26 


22 


325 


4 


4 


8 


333 


Regular ESL 


4 


12 


15 


16 


5 


2 


3 


4 


61 


8 


5 


13 


74 


Austin ESL 


4 


48 


61 


49 


50 


49 


50 


46 


■ 357 


15 


48 


63 


420 


Total 


24 


119 


146 


120 


97 


86 


79 


72 


743 


27 


57 


84 


827 



NUMBER OF AISD TEACHERS WITH BILINGUAL AND ESL ENDORSEMENT* 1986-87. Regular ESL represents teachers who have 
completed four courses in ESL techniques. Austin ESL represents teachers granted certification in Austin ISD 
only because they taught LEP students prior to 1980-81 • 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Division of Elementary Education 
Department of Management, School larvices 
and Special Programs 



August 22, 1986 



TO: 



Principals Addressed and Bilingual Teachers 



All Elementary Principals 
St. John's Early Childhood 
Murchison Junior High 
Travis High School 
Bi 1 i nou al Tea chers 



SUBJECT: Bilingual Teacher Salary Supplement, PreK-12 



The $1,500 salary supplement will again be paid in monthly increments to 
bilingual teachers who meet the eligibility criteria. Copies of the 
administrative guidelines as issue" y Dave Schenk i from Personnel are 
included for you and your teachers. In addition 1,0 the printed criteria, 
Mrs. Ruth MacAl lister has asked that all bilingual PreK-6 teachers receive 
training to administer the IDEA Test and be available to administer it v/hen 
necessary to new potentially LEP students. 



Monthly increments will begin with the October check; therefore, principals 
are to send in their paperwork (Form A) to Carmen Gamboa by September 30 so 
that eligible teachers may receive their September and October increments 
with their October check. They will continue to receive the monthly increment 
thereafter unlesa principals report a teacher(s) as no longer eligible to • 
Carmen Gamboa on Change Form-2. Teachers, please help your principal by 
apprising him/hr^r of changes. 

As new teachers become eligible after the initial September report is turned 
in (Form A), principals will report that addition to Carmen Gamboa on Change 
.^orm-2. 

Principals and teachers, we are depending op you to carry out the bilingual 
instruction which the salary supplement requires. We have kept the bilingual 
t.:iachers stipend during this year of budgetary constraints because- we believe 
teachers merit it. With this in mind, give critical consideration to ORE's 
findings in the current issue of FEEDBACK captioned* "How Much Spanish 
Instruction Do LEP Students Receive?" Th areas of concern pointed out in 
the same issue also deserve serious attention. Ensure that your campus 
progran! addresses these Issues throughout the year. 



FROM: 



Dr. 




APPENDIX I 
12 



487 



ERIC 



86.22 



Attachment 1-2 
(Page 2 of 7) 



Page 2 

Please observe the September 30 deadline ^ 

Should you have any questions, please call Carmen Gamboa at 451-8411, Ext. 
327 or 328. 

Attachments 

xc: Dr. Gonzalo Garza 
Ruth MacAllister 
Dr. Timy Baranoff 
Dave Schenkel 
Perry Jackson 
Derly Rivera 
Wray Plicque 
Stanley Peterman 
Frank Partee 

Bilingual Instructional Coordinators 

Maria Ramirez 

Dr. Imelda Rodriguez^ 

Dr. Nancy Schuyler^ 

Belinda Olivarez Turner 
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^nc-PTt ?CT. Attachment 1-2 

AUSTIN! ISD (Page 3 of 7) 

227-901 ^ 



ADMINISTRATIVE GUIDELINES DEA-R 
FOR IMPLEMENTING THE (LOCAL) 
BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT. 1985-86 

Amouac of I. The $1,500 bilingual salary supplemenc 

Supplemenc and will enhance che Austin Independent School 

DisCcicu*s holding and -cecruicing power of 
Ceachecs endorsed in Bilingual Education. 

II. The annual bilingual salary supplement of 
$1,500 'trill be paid in monthly increments, 
not to exceed 9 months. The eligibility 
criteria must be met for at least 10 
worJcing days during the month in order to 
qualify for the month. 

III. To be eligible for the salary supplement. 

bilingual certified teachers assigned to 
grades PreK-12 must: 

A. hold a .valid teaching certificate with a 
bilingual endorsement or a bilingual 
special permit: and 

B. be engaged for at least 3 hours during 
the day in the basic or supplementary 
dual language instruction, commensurate 
with student needs, of at least one LEP 
student of any language category A. B or 
C to provide the essential elements 
through any or all o.f^ these components 
of Bilingual Education: Language Arts 
(reading, oral language 
development/grammar, written 
composition, spelling, handwriting) . 
Mathematics. Science and/or Social 
Studies. 

IV. Bilingually certified teachers assigned 
to the special education program and 
externally funded programs are eligible 
for the bilingual salary supplement 
provided that they meet the above 
requirements. 

V. The principal must certify the teachers 
for the bilingual salary supplement on 
forms provided by the Office of 
Bilingual Education and approved by the 
Office of Bilingual Education and the 
Personnel Office. 
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(Page 4 of 7) 

AUSTIN ISD 
227-901 

ADMINISTRATIVE GUIDELINES p 
FOR IMPLEMENTING THE TlS-L^ 
BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT. 1985-86 luuucvu; 



VI. The Depaccaear. of Finance will deceraine 
and make knovn the monthly payroll 
deadlines for the inclusion of the 
bilingual salary supplement as earned by a 
qualified bilingual teacher. 

ROLES 



I. The campus principal will. 

A. ensure that LS? students in the A-C 
language categories receive the six 
components of Bilingual Education 
commensurate with their language needs: 

B. explain the bilingual salary supplement 
eligibility procedure, as appropriate, 
to. the bilingual teaching staff; 

C. review the instructional assignment of 
each bilingrual teacher; 

D. authorize the payment of nhe 
supplementary pay by signing and 
submitting to the Director of Bilingual 
Education, the list of eligible 
teachers; (Form AJ 

E. confer with the Director of Bilingual 
Education, bilingual instructional 
coordinator and/or the bilingual 
compliance coordinator when necessary: 

F. be responsible for reporting any 
changes in the eligibility status of a 
bilingual teacher , on the change forms 
(Form B) provided by the Office of 
Bilingual Education. 

II* The bilingual teacher will 
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A. initial the list of eligible teachers 
for bilingual supplement; 

B. for payroll purposes, notify the 
principal of any changes effecting 
eligibility for the supplement. 

O • APPENDIX I 2 

15 

490 



86.22 

AUSTIN ISD 
227-901 

ROLES 
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III. 



IV. 
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DEA-R 
(LOCAL) 

Tiie Diceccoc of BiliagtiaX Educacion vill 

A. cejriew each Use of eligible ceachers 
subraicced by the campus principal based 
oa eligibility guidelines; 

B. cucn in che lisc of approved ceachers 
by school CO Che Executive Direccor of 
Personnel; 

C. make informacion reporcs as necessary 
Co concerned parcies. 

The Bilingual Compliance Coordinacor will 

A. during campus visics. review and ve'-ifv 
Che eligibilicy scacus of each " * 
bilingual ceacher applicanc for che 
bilingual salary suppiemeac; 

B. share any discrepancies wich che 
bilingual ceacher. campus principal and 
Che Direccor of Bilingual Education; 

C. check school records for program 
compliance; 

D. make summary reports of campus findings 
CO Che Director of . Intergovernmental 
Relations for dissemination to 
concerned parties. 

Executive Director of Personnel will 

A. approve the list of eligible teachers 
for the bilingual salary supplement and 
sabmic to the Direccor of Finance for 
payment. 



ISSUED DATE: 
RELATED POLICIES; 
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ADOPTED: 10/1/85 
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AUSTIN INDEPE^^DE^^T school district 

TEAGiE?. ELlGIBlLlr/ FOR THE BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLE^^E^r^ 

FOS.M - A 



SCHOOL_ 

Date 



I cercify chac che following teachers re-r c'-e ■ 
requirsnencs for che bilingual salary su?=Ier.ar.c . 



Principal 



TSACHSRVS NAME 



TEACHER'S 
INITIALS 



# of LE? 1} of EOUKS 
STUDENTS I RTLINGUAL 
A-C_|_INSTRUCTION 



EFFSCTIVi 
DATE 




Direccoc/Biliagual Education 

ERIC 



Executive Director/Personnel 
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AUSTIN liroEPEUDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 7 of 7) 
ELIGiaiLirf FOR BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT 

CHANGE FOS.M- 2 



DSA-E-2 

(LOCAL) 



SCHOOL 



DATS 



TEACHER'S NA.ME 



of LZ? 

TEACHER'S STUDENTS 
INITIALS SOCIAL SECURirf S A-C 



of HOURS 
BILINGUAL 
INSTPJJCTION 



Teacher Eligible as of 



Teacher No Longer Eligible as of 



I certify the above co be in line with the requireceats for 
eligibilicy for the bilingual salary supplement. ■- 



Principal 



Director/Bilingual Education 



Executive Director/Personnel 
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS 
Appendix J 
CURRENT NATIONAL RESEARCH 
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CURRENT NATIONAL RESEARCH 



Purpose 

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following 
decision and evaluation questions. 

Decision Question 03 ; Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction 
in their native language? 

Evaluation Question D3-1 : What do current national studies say 
about the effects of native language instruction? 



Procedure 

Information on this topic was collected throughout the year. Education Week , 
a national newsletter published weekly, often included current news on tne 
debates regarding bilingual versus ESL instruction and about research in this 
area. Other publications circulated routinely at ORE were also checked for 
relevant articles. Another major source was research papers collected through 
the American Educational Research Association (1986 and 1987). The current 
status of national and local level research is shared there. The third major 
source was bilingual and other instructional staff in AISD. They would often 
pass on articles of interest. A file of relevant articles is kept with 
current project files. Articles may eventually be moved to the research 
files. While no attempt was made to complete a comprehensive search of the 
literature, major studies were reviewed in this way. 



Results 

Decision Quec;>ion D3 : Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction 
in theirliiative language? 

Evaluation Question D3'-l ; What do current national studies say 
about the effects of native language instruction? What are the 
characteristics of effective bilingual programs? 

Two national studies are currently underway comparing the effectiveness of 
various bilingual and ESL programs. However, longitudinal results have not 
yet been published. First-year results for the Science Research Associates 
(SRA) study financed by the Department of Education indicated students in 
long-'term bilingual programs outperformed those in immersion programs in 
English reading, language, and mathematics achievement. However, the 
res,earchers were quick tc point out that results rr;«st be considered 
preliminary and that differances in the nature of those served could explain 
differences found. Second-year results are being withheld at this point. 
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Education Week and other sources have reported the considerable debate 
currently occurring about the relative effectiveness of bilingual education 
versus other methods for students with limited English proficiency* The 
Department of Education, particularly William Bennett, has made statements 
that transitional bilingual education has shown limited effectiveness based on 
the research and that other methods show promise. The Government Accounting 
Office (6A0) was asked by the Committee on Education and LaDor to review the 
accuracy of department interpretations. The GAO asked a panel of experts (see 
Attachment J-l) to review 10 literature reviews (see Attachment J-2) on the 
effectiveness of bilingual education and agree or disagree with 31 statements 
made by the Department of Education about the research data. They found: 

1) "Only 2 of 10 experts agree with the department that there is 
insufficient evidence to support the law's requirement of the use of 
native language to the extent necessary to reach the objective of 
learning English," and 

2) "Seven of ten believe the department is incorrect in characterizing the 
evidence as showing the promise of teaching methods that do not use the 
native languages," 

3) "Few agree with the department's suggestions that long-term school 
problems experienced by Hispanic youths are associated with 
native-language instruction," 

4) "Few agree with the department's general interpretation that evidence 
in this field is too ambiguous to permit conclusions. While experts 
indicate that some parts of the research are weak and should be 
strengthened, the majority indicated there was, adequate evidence to 
reach conclusions about the requirement for native language instruc- 
tion. Information on features which make bilingual programs effective 
are beginning to emerge but are not yat conclusive. The points included 
here have support in the literature. It ij hoped they will assist 
schools in establishing or improving their bilingual programs in 
1987-88 under the new boundary plan." 

TEA recently reviewed the literature for evidence of successful practices in 
the teaching of LEP students. Their bibliography is attached (Attachment J-3). 

They found a great deal of overlap in the general literature on effective 
teaching practices and that for LEP students. Thus, BEST techniques, for 
example, appear effective for LEP students. This finding is supported by ORE 
observations of exemplary teachers of LEP students in 1984-85, in which it was 
found that effective teachers (see Pub. No. 84.32): 

0 Maximized student time-on-task, 

0 Organized instruction clearly, 

0 Handled transitions efficiently, 

0 Adjusted to students' needs. 
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Successful teachers of LEP students also appear to use specific practices with 
LEP students. TEA's suir/^ary is shown in Attachment J-3. 

Wong Fillmore studied practices that were more and less affective with third- 
and fifth-grade LEP students with two to three years of exposure to English 
(Spanish and Chinese in four districts around San Francisco). She found four 
instructional factors influenced language learning. Successful teachers 
utilized high quality teaching, instructional language, and learning 
environments and provided students with anriple opportunities to practice 
English. More details on her findings and their implications for practice can 
be found in Attachment J-4. She al:So found, as have others studying bilingual 
edi!cation, that at least at grades 3 a.;d 5, the use of native language 
accounted for a relatively small portion (8%) of the school day. 

Padron, Knight, and Waxman (1986) studied reading strategies used by 38 third- 
and fifth-grade students in Houston-- 23 were bilingual in English and Spanish 
while 15 were English monolingual. Students were interviewed about strategies 
used to comprehend text; differences were found in strategies used by the two 
groups based on 14 possible types (see Attachment J-5). Monolingual students 
most often mentioned, thinking about the story, keeping it in mind, 
remembering it, (concentrating), while no one mentior^^d reading to answer 
questions the teacher might ask (their perception of the teachers' expec- 
tations). Bilingual students, in contrast, mentioned their perception of 
teachers* expectations most often and never mentioned imaging a picture in 
their minds, searching or noting salient details, or predicting outcomes. 
Monolingual students mentioned concentraving, noting/searching for salient 
detciils, and self-generated questions significantly more than bilingual 
students (p §.05). Monolinguals also used significantly more strategies (p 
§.01) than did bilingual s (about twice as many). Using strategies has been 
found in other research to enhance comprehension; these cognitive strategies 
can be taught. It is not known whether students use .T.ore strategies in 
Spanish reading. If not, focusing on the teaching of effective strategies may 
be beneficial. If so, it may be student's limited knowledge of English 
encourages reliance on simple decoding. It may help to delay English reading 
until strategies are well established in Spanish or to encourage the transfer 
of the use of such strategies in English as well as Spanish. 

Cummins (1986) has theorized on effective strategies for LEP students based on 
research results. He believes in "interdependence" of language learning; 
i.e., skills developed in one language will transfer to another given adequate 
exposure and motivation to learn the second language. He also stresses tne 
importance of status and power relations between groups. He believes 
relationships between educators and minority students and schools and minority 
communities must change to empower students and lead them to success in 
school. In terms of parent involvement, he suggests educators involve parents 
as collaborators or partners in their child's education. This can develop 
parents' sense of efficacy which, when communicated to the children, can have 
positive academic consequences. Cummins cites as an example the Haringey 
project in Britain. In this two-year project, low-achieving students who read 
to their parents showed greater improvement in reading than those provided 
additional supplemental instruction reading at school by a qualified teacher 
in SiTiall groups. This was in spite of the fact that many parents were 
non( iterate and limited in English ability. 
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In terms of learning techniques used by teachers, he advocates the reciprocal- 
interaction model, which encourages genuine dialogue between student and 
teacher in speaking and writing, guidance and facilitation rather than control 
of student learning by the teacher, and the encouragement of student/student 
talk in collaborative learning. The model emphasizes the development of 
higher level cognitive skills rather than factual recall. He cites Wong 
Fillmore's (1983) finding that Hispanics learn more English in classes that 
provide opportunities for reciprocal interactions with teachers and peers. 
Ample opportunities for expressive writing also appear important (based on his 
research and those of others). 

Several studies have found children taught in their native language, given 
enough time, acquire more English than children receiving intensive English 
instruction. Krashen theorizes that language is acquired tnrough 
"comprehensible input" (understandable messages). A powerful aid in this 
process is "extralinguistic information," or context, which can give meaning 
to what would otherwise be mere noise. Knowledge received through the native 
language makes English more understandable. 

Information is not yet available that indicates what percent of instruction 
should be provided in Spanish versus English. It appears providing 
instruction in Spanish does not hurt LEP students* achievement. Later 
transition^ may even be beneficial. The percentage of time instruction is 
provided in Spanish appeared to be fairly low at both grades 2 and 5 last year 
based on a limited number of observations. More instruction in Spanish, 
especially at grade 2, may be advisable (depending of course on the level of 
current use and the students in each classroom). 
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Attachment J-1 



Experts Surveyed 



Fred Bryant 
Professor of Psychology- 
Loyola University 
Chicago, ni. 

Coxirtney Cazden 

Professor of Education 

Harvard Graduate School of Education 

Cambridge, Mass. 

Richard Diuran 
Professor of Education 
University of California 
Santa Barbara, Calif. 

Lily Wong Rllmore 
Professor of Education 
University of California 
Berkeley, Calif. 

Gene Glass 

Professor of Education 
Arizona State University 
Tempe, Ar!^. 

Christina Bratt Paulston 
Professor of Linguistics 
University of Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh, Penn. 

David Ramirez 
Study Director 
SRA Technologies 
Mountain ^ew, CaUfomia 

Diane Ravitch 
Professor of Education 
Teachers College 
Columbia University 
New York, N.Y. 
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8^-2^ Attp-hment J-2 

Bibliography ~ ~ GAo^RepoK, mi 



A. The Department's 
Review of Research 



^ftiv ^ -^.this bibliography are the 10 reviews of Uterature on the 
^^^"^ °^ '^'^r approaches for children^^S^g 

mmontylanguagesthatwesenttoourpanelofexperts. 

^.."^'J^ "^^"^ ^ of the author' work 

rather than the original, unpublished 1981 manuscript The studir^ie 
a^o^reviewed and their conclusions are very simL to thtS? 



B. Response to the 
Department's Review 



D. General Reviews 



James Yates et aL "Baker de Kanter Revie^ Inappropriate Condujiona ' 
on the Effectiveness of Bilingual EducatJon." UnpS^pIt^ 
versity of Texas, Austin, Tex, 1982. puu^anea paper, um- 

Slfn^S, ^^''"^^^"'^textof this papei'. The fullpaperindudes 

de Kanter. The text we provided to the experts was the authors' fuU 
summary or their conclusions from that analysis. 

Kussell Gersten and John Woodward. "A Case for Structured Imm^ 
slon." Educational leadership, 43:1 (September 1985), 7&5^. 

Eduardo Hernandez-Chavez. "The Inadequacy of Endlsh Immersion 

r Jff Si^if^; In studies in ImmPr«rion.EterigB. Saaamento 
Calif.: CalifomlaState Department of Educatf^MgaT" 



Uy Wong FUteore and Conccpdon Valada. 'Teaching BlUnaial 
drd ed- New \ork, N.Y.: Maanillanjlgsi] a^Hiis. 
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(Page 2 of 2) 
GAO Report, 1987 



Rick ^ollancL Bilingual Education; Recent Evaluations of Local School 
District Programs and Related Research on Second Language Learning . 
Report 86^11 EPW* Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 
' March 1986« 

Barry McLaughlin. "Evaluations." In Second Language Acquisition in . 
CMdhood, 2ad ed. VoL 2. Hillsdale, N J.: Lawrence Erlbaum i:ssociates 
Publishers,- 1985. 

Christina Bratt Paulston. "Bilingual/Bicultural Education." In Lee S. 
Shulman (ed).. Review of Research in Education 6 . Washington, D.C.: P. 
S. Peacock Publishers and American Educational Research Association, 
1978. 

Ann Willig. "A Meta-Analysis of Selected Studies on the Effectiveness of 
Bilingual Education." Review of Educational Research. 55:3 (Fall 1985), 
269-317. 
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Attachment J-3 
(Page 1 of 3) 

^^•22 Study for State School Board Committee for Students 1986-87 

^ 1. -Successful taachfcrs integrate tlie native language \d English 
effectively for instruction to Insure clarit y; 

■ Conducting directed lessons in the native language or 
English (a single lesson should seldom include the ixse of 
both languages}* 

■ Using the home language for explanation when exploring to 
explain concepts that cannot be demonstrated nonverbally and 
would be difficult for children to understand in an English- 
oxily lesson*, 

2. Successful teachers integrate Cnglish language development with 
academic skills .instruction in their every day teaching: 

■ English language skills are not taught in isolation* 

» Content matter and skills are learned while learning 
English* 

3. Successful teachers ixse information from the LEP students* home 
and culture to encourage and promote participation in 
instructional activity: 

• Utilizing both verbal and nonverbal cultural information 

• Organizing instruction to build upon ways in which LEP 
students naturally communicate in their home culture* 




■ • Observing and honoring the values and norms of LEP students' 
/ - cultures while teaching those of the majority culture* 

° S^S^r^ occasions daily for LEP students and 

native English speaking students to interact with each other 
(large group activities). ^ 

• Organizing classes around highly structured, teacher 
airected activities* 

JnSi?f„«? «*"d'«n frequently to respond, either as 
individuals or as a group. 

5. .Successful seachers facilitate classroom participation and 

ccLlSr^"^ both functional language Proficiency Sd academic 
competence by engaging students in tasks that they find 

Interesting and involving the higher level cognitive 
processes^ofaimlysis, synthesis, and evaluation. "gn"ive 

^* Sn?fi''^"^"'~^T^"^^ knowledge that for 

iSfraS "^'^ " P"^<»« the supporS to- 

be'tteTJ; s^S^eX^tJr.' f «hic" can 

oetter be started in the home language the student knows best. 

^* IZ'^lll^'^ LEP/low-socioeconomlc status students know 

^ds-L h ptiM^fotL^- ?r ^^oSL^:m 

expectations for learning and frequentl^ sSSgTbSief^L the 

^""'^y ^'^^'l^"" «=« and in their own tbility ll teach 
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WbyThisStodylsImporiant 

V^) The study identified da«sroom practices and teacher 
language-use patterns that affect the English language and 
nS' S academic development of limited-English-profident (LEP) 
A ^ students* In addition, the study showed that certain instiuc- 
J ^Honal practices may be more effective with some students 
wnr^ than with others because of difference in the students' 
] English proficiency level and students* ethnic background 

r { The puipose of the study was to determine which instmc- 
fional practices are most effective in developing the academic 
language skills of LEP students. The study was also designed 
to investigate the interaction between instructional practices 
and certain student characteristics. 



yd 



How tbe Stady Was Cosdaeted 

The study was conducted in ten bilingual and seven 
English-only dasses at the third and fifth grade levels in the 
San Francisco Bay area. Twenty teachers and over 150 His- 
panic and Chinese students in four schod districts partid- 
pa.tcd in the study. All students had two to three years of 
L /cxoosure to Enc^ prior to the stud y. 

HsdlasB 

• Four instructional factors were found to influence language 
learning among elementaiy schod students: quality of 
teaching quality of Instmdional language, quality of leam* 
Ing environment, and wifk opportunity to practke En^ish. 
— Some characteristics of hlah^auolitv teachin Q were a con- 
si stent predictable structure for formal lesso ns; com- 
prehensible instructions and explanations; use of instruc- 
tional material u^ich matdied students' academic level; 
emphasis on high-level sldUs ratfier than low-level skills; 
and ample opporturUties for an students o v^rtidpatein 
oral activities. • 
«>*^haracteristics of'h(gh:gucg{yJmmfctfnnQf fangtioge 
induded using dear, coherent, and contextualized 
language, appropriate for comprehendon by LEP stu- 
dents; paraphrasing ' and repeating Infonrnation as 



needed; adjusting content based on student feedback; 
and formally discus^ng structure and vocabulary. 
— Eff ective classroom managem ent characterized a high- 
quatify leamin s entriron ment The most effective 
teachers createa a leaming-centered atmosphere by 
focusing on content learning rather than on nonacademic 
activities. 

— Practices allowing ample ^rr^rtun^^' p^ctfcg En^h^ 
induded using a variety of equitable and systematic pro- 
cedures for induding all students in class activities and 
requiring c artended response s, ra ther than sin^e-word 
responses. 

Quality of teaching and quality of instructional language \ 
were fotmd to be more significant than amount c f exposure 
to £ng^ in facilitating language learning. 

The effect of these instructional features on student 
language learning was dependent upon students' profi- 
dency level in En^ish and ethnic background. 

Hispanic students were more sensitive to the qua Hty of 
te aching and the quality of instnjgtirtnM 1^n gt^^f|j»jtvgn 
Chinese studen ts. Chinese students seemed to increase 
dieir attentiveness during less successful lessons and thus 
compensate for the teacher's limitations. 

An of the students seemed to profit from opportunities to in- 
teract witfi En^h-speaking peers, but Hispanic students 
benefited most from this interaction. Chinese students 
began to profit from such Interaction only after they had 
reached an intemiedlate levd of EngUsh profidency. 
The En^ish language profidency of Chinese students In? ; 
creased most in structured, relatively noise-free classrooms, 1 
Hispanic students gained most from interaction with peers, ^ 
while Chinese students benefited from dose interaction 
with their teachers. 

The most successfril classes were ft ose in which there was a 
balance between teacher-directed and individualized in- 
struction. 

In die most successful bilingual dasses, teadiers kept the 
two langua^ of instruction separate. When concunrent 
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translation was used« students tended to listen to the 
language they understood and to ignom Input in the other 
language. 

•j Teachers of bilingual classes seemed reluctant to use 
I the students' native language for instruction. The native 
language was used in the bilingual classes only 8 percent of 
class time on the average, with a range from 0 to 24 percent 

ImpIIeadoos for Practice 

For planning instruction: 

• Develop and maintain a systematic structure and sequence 
when planning the activities for a lesson so that students can 
anticipate what thsy will be expected to do. 

• Select materials that are appropriate to the age and grade 
level of the students, rather than materials bom a lower 
grade level which may not challenge students sufficiently. 
Identify potential language difficulties in the materials, such 
as vocabulary and structures* and plan to teach these be- 
fore students encounter them in the materials. 

• Plan for oral activities in each lesson so that students can 
develop the listening and speaking skills related to the 
academic cuniculum. 

• Tc ensure that higher level skills are not neglected, develop 
u list of questions for each lesson which challenge students 
,to answer u/hy and how an event or procedure occurred, 
rather than merely who or what was involved. 

For conducting instruction: 

• Analyze instructional language for clarity, coherence, con* 
textualization, use of paraphrasing, pace, and choice of vo- 

^ cabulary and structures. One way to do this is to audiotape 
a lesson, play it back, and evaluate the language used. 

• Maintain effective classroom management by ensuring that 
students are actively engaged in learning activities and that 



a minimum amount of time is spent on procedural and 
other activities not rdated to the lesson objective. 

• Provide all students with tiie opportunity for aeative dis- 
course in English by giving them many opportunities for ex- 
panded responses to teacher questions, organizing small 
group activities in which students can work cooperatively, 
and providing for peer-tutoring and othei interactions be- 
tween English-speaking and LEP students. 

• Vary activities so that some are teacher-directed, providing 
for more language interaction, and some are individualized, 
developing the ability to work independency. 

For individualizing instruction: 

• Be aware of individual differences among students in re- 
sponding to instruction and adjust teaching accordingly. 
For example, some stfdents may be able to learn a great 
deal from each ether and from English-speaking peers 
through small group work and cooperative assignments. 
Other students, however, may profit more from direct 
guidance from and interaction with the teacher. 

• Pay attention to ways in which students' approaches to 
learning change over time and alter instructional activities 
to reflect these changes. For example, as students become 
more proficient in English, they may feel more comfortable 
working with English-speaking peers. 

This Part C study (B-l:la) Learning English through BU 
Ungual InstmcUon, was conducted by Lily Wong Fillmore, 
p^Mdpal investigator. University of California at Berkeley; 
Paul Ammon, co-prindpal investigator, University of Cali- 
fornia at Berkeley: and Bany McLaughlin, co-investigator, 
University of California at Santa Cruz. 1983. 

The Executive Summary and Condusion are available* 
from NCBE for $3.90. 



er|c 



Part C Bilingual Education Research is a series of l^lslativeiy mandated studies designed to improve the instruction provided to minonty 
language Umited-English-profident students. Fart C Bilingual Education Research is currently authorized under Fart B of the 1984 Bl- 
Bngua! Education Act 

This document was prepared for the Office of Bilin^nial Education and Minority Languages Affairs and the Department of Education for the 
E5EA Utie VII Part C Bilingual Education Research Agenda. This report does not necessarily represent positions or polides of the U.S. Gov- 
ernment The research and evaluation acthdties provided for by the 1984BningualEducationActarecoordinatedby Edward J. Fuentesand 
funded through the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, Carol Pend^ Whitten, Director. 

This document is pubMed by the National Qearinghouse for Bilingual Education. The National Gearinghouse for Bilingual Education is 
operated by InterAmerica Research Associates, Inc, pursuant to contract 300'»85'»0204 and funded by the Office of Bilingual Education 
and Minority Languages Affairs, U.S. Department of Educatioa Contractors undertaking such pn^ects are enco^traged to express their 
judgment freely in professional arsd technical matters; the views expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect those of the 
sponsoring agency. 



Juan J. Gutierrez, Chief Executive Officer 
InterAmerica Research Associate^. Ina 



Daniel M. Ullbarri, Ph.D.. Director 

National Qearinghouse for Bilingual Education 




NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE 
FOR BlUNGUAL EDUCATION, 



1555 Wilson Boulevard. Suite 605, Rosslyn. Virginia 22209 
(800)336-45£0/522-0710 
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Taken from Padron, 
Knight, Waxman article 



Reading strategies children mentioned 
in interviews as they read 



msntiflnad 


Numtsarolmanttona 
^ BQInguai Monolingual 
chiidran^ » 23) chiIdrGn(a « 15) 
M SO M SO 


rvalue 




• .85 


.78 


.87 


1.19 




Selective rssdlng 




.48 


.87 


.28 




imaging 


•CO 


M 


.33 


1.05 




Changing spsed 




1.03 


.33 


.90 




AssMlating to pmaonal expadsnca 


JOB 


J2B 


.07 


.28 




Concamratlng 


.74 


.73 


1*47 


1.48 


^03' 


Assimiiatfng to ptaaaga avants 


M 


.21 


.20 


.58 


Ho;ing^aafching for saiiam datalls 


M 


M 


.33 


.82 


1.97* 


Suntniajizing - 


M 


.21 


.07 


.28 


Predicting outcomes 


M 


.00 


.07 


.28 




Satf gan^atad qu^iona 


.04 


.21 


.80 


1.08 


3J28^* 


Stisc^nf s pareaptions of 


J7 


.29 


M 


M 


taachar^ aitp^tationa 










Rahaan»y 




.21 


«13 


.85 




Other 


M 


.21 




.58 




Ib^ munber ol strataglas 


2.43 


1.38 


4J3 


3.20 


3.32'' 



Sut}}eett Spsnith/engtlsa and Engfisn speo^ 

Housm ^Rnoa. U^tiiotm (ton* as tlu chtidmn md brief passsges (ca. 120 wonts) from mo 
akMaiRetdngtmw^atttMcnao'atasisdres^ 

••p<.(« 



23 stodcnts were bilingual in English 
and Sponiah and IS were English 
mosollnguals. Tbsy were imervtewed 
individually for^proximatdy 30 min* 
utes.to detennine what strategies th^ 
used while reading text. Bilingual sm* 
dents had the opdon of having the in* 
terview in Spanish so that language 
proficiency would not interfere with 
die ^ility to state die reading, strate* 
gies di^ used. The interviews were 
audiotapsd and later transcribed and 
analyzed. 

The San Diego Quick Assessmentt a 
graded word Ust, was used to deter* 
mine each students mdependent read* 
ing level (included in Ekwali Reading 
Inventory Manual^ 1979). The chil- 
dren dien read an appropriate passage 
from die Ekwali Ridding Inventory, 
each approximately 120 words long. 
Following die procedures used in odier 
reading studies with monolinguals 



(e.g.. Alvennann, 1984; Chou Hare 
and Smidi» I982)» each student read 
die passages* stopping at regular inter- 
vals to describe the strategies dsey 
were using* to comprehend text. The 
strategies were dien categorized by 
type and frequency. 

A structured interview form adapted 
from Oiou Hare ami Snrudi (1982) was 
used to place die strategies into die fol* 
Itwing categories: (1) rereading. (2) 
selective reading, (3) imaging, (4) 
changing f^peed, (S) assimilating to 
personal exjperiences, (6) concentrat- 
ing* (7) assinuladng to passage cfvents, 

(8) wHing/searching for salient desiils, . 

(9) summarmng. (10) predicting out- 
comes, (II) selfogenemted questions, 
(12) smdenfs perceptions of teacher's 
expectations, (13) rehearsal, and (14) 
other. Intercoder agreement on 'the 
transcription cf the interviews as mea* 
sured by Cohen's Kappa was .99. 
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Strategies differ 

The mean values listed in the Thble in- 
aicate the average number of Umes that 
«udcms in each of the language groups 
menaoned a particular strategy during 
the interview. The strategy most often 
cited by monolingual students was 
«»centrating (I.e., thinking about the 
.. W. iswping it in mind, remember, 
pg It). On the average, monolinguals 
indiated approximately 1.5 dmes dur- 
ing the interview (Ai « 1.47; SD « 
1.46) that they used this stiateay of 
cpocemration on the stoiy. The W 
cit«l strategy by monolinguals was 
student's perception of teacher's expec- 
tations (i.e., reading to answer ques- 
tioas that the teacher might ask). No 
aodeni mentioned this strategy. 

Qaitt in contrast, among the bflin- 
gual children the most dted straiegy 
^ audent's perceptions of teachw^ 
OfstasioosiM « .87; SD - 29). No 
bilmgual child mentioned the strate- 
. giM of imaging O-e., having a picmre 
m their minds), noting/searching for 
sahe« dsaOs (Le., remembering spe- 
cific details, important details, or ds- 
tails that wens different), or predicting 
outcomes a.e., trying to guess wh« 
^^■ould happen nea in the story). 

Of die 14 strategies listed in the 
We, dues weare statistically significant 
by language group. MonoKngual-sm- 
oeats nqwned that they used concea- 
bating, no'ting/searching for salient 
Aftails, and self generated- questions 
(i.e., a questioning comment about the 
«ory) sigm-ficamly more often than did 
bilingual smdeats (p < .05).Ihaddi. 
tion, monalingual students used sigm'f- 
aL^:^ .01) more strategies (A/ 
« 4.53, SD » 3.20) than bilingual 
«>Kl««s (M « 2.43, SD » 1 J8). On 
tte average, monolingual snidents in- 
wated dm they usal about twice as 
ntaay strategies as bOingual smdeats. 



Otscttssion 

The results of this snidy interview sug. 
gest that biUagual thi«f and filWj grad- 



era are not using as many cognitive 
strategic as monolingual snidems. Al- 
though this may be due to limited sec- 
ond language ability, the results are 
swi a caiise for concern. Since die use 
of strategies has been found to enhance 
«admg comprehension (Cohen, 1983; 
Wn, 1981; Linden and Wttrock,' 

llm l!^''"*J^'^^'' Wilkinson, 
1980), fttt may be one explanation for 
why bilingual students' readine 
achievement is not m high as that-of 
monolingual swdenta (Texas Assess- - 
t«»nt of Basic SkiU: Statewide and Re- 
giond Results, 1982, dted in Robledo 
and Cortez, 1983). 

Another possible explanation for 
to lowtt readfag adiicvemeat may 
08 that bdmgual students are transfer- 
. red too quiddy to English reading and 
^ arc not able to develop these strategies 
fnfK^uJJf^^S; Having to read in 
English, biUngual students become 
primarily concerned with (iecoding 
and thus do not devdop die copitivt 
Regies necessary for undetstandinp 
text.- "* 

^seaich wtdi English moaolinmal 
atudenu has indica.'td diai teaching 
cogmtive strategies can produce sue- 
«»sfia ^its in reading (Baker and 
Brown, 1984; Brown, 1981; Pallncsar 

SiiT!' ^}L^' writing 
(Scaniamalla, 1984), and didr prob^ 

19a2) "^'^ Sullivan, 

Few Rsearchers, hoswer, have in- 
VB^pted die strategic behavior used 
by bilinguals in reading in didr .%cond 
Jnguage. It is not known whether 

smdcnts use strategies spedfic to 
their cultural groups. Future research 
should examine whedter childna use 
different strategics when reading in 
Spanish and whedwr diess strattdeii 
^« text Written in thdr second 

Moreover, rescardien should inves- 
tJgatt how die cognitive strategies aec- 
e«aty for comprehending English text 
can be taught to Hispanic bilingual sm. 
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dents in order to foster reading com- 
prehension. 

Padrdn teaches courses in bilingual 
education at the University ofHous- 
ton^Clear Lake, Texas. Knight is a 
, doaoml smdent in the Department cf 
• Cwrricubun and Instruction at the Uni^ 
versity of Houston^University Park, 
Texas. Wtxman is Dltector of the Edu^ 
cational Research Center at the Uni^ 
versity cf Houston^ University Rirk. 

A'wminft. Ooont. -S«c»d Ojidici' Sfcwt^j 

(1M2XPP.MT. I 
>«SRMmiAftdin3Asaodasi8N, 1877. 

■ Coft^ ftaa •Siii^^wwiad Oowioo* « ^< to 



•«« by Mfciwrt Rmttiey arid Joti Uvi^^ 
i^Mfcig /rt*»«»y 

S5^,^** ^«8a«ion «ar 6iangMi Edueaion. 
Haui*a.H».Oeio«Mri9U. 

'i:zs:t^'*^^^^<^ IMS: 
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Reading Assodaaon^are Interested In recdvfng 5ufami3sfons from abn^T 
J manuscripts J, English on condition the authors of ac«ptSS: 
usags w^a then a^g« for tnmslation into Japanese for pub!l«aS. Articles 

BiS^^nf ^"'^^ "^J^ 30th s«ar. appear in Japanese with S 
&igash summarjt Manuscripts and conespondenca should ba sent to TajS 
hite Satamoto. Japan fading Association. Noma-teX^S ll^i 
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS 
Appendix K 
Other Tests 

Language Assessment Battery (LAB), La Prueba Riverside, and 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) 
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Purpose 



This appendix provides information to answer the following decision and 
evaluation questions. 

Decision Question Dl . Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education 
(TBEj and English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is 
or modified? 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 ; How have LEP students who started in 
AISD's Title VII pre-K program in 1980-Si. 1981-82, and 1982-83 
progressed compared to other pre-K students (Chapter 1, Migrant)? 

— Achievement growth 

— Retention rates 

— Special Education referrals 

Evaluation (^estlon Dl-13 ; What percentage of Murchison and 
Travis' LEP A and B students could take the ITBS or TAP for a valid 
score? How long had participants been in AISD? What were the mean 
6E scores of those who could be tested the last two years on the 
ITBS and TAP? What was their achievement on the Prueba Riverside 
(raw scores)? 



Results 

For information on Evaluation Question Dl-2, please refer to Appendix G - 
Pre-kindergarten Longitudinal File in the following publication: 

Christner, C, Rodgers, N., Fairchild, M., and Gutierrez, L. (1987). 
ECIA Chapter 1/Chapter 1 Migrant; 1986-87 final technical report 
(Publication Number 86.03;. Austin, TX: Austin Independent 
School District, Office of Research and Evaluation. 

For information on Evaluation Question Dl-13, please refer to Appendix C - 
La Prueba Riverside in the following publication: 

Yonan, B. and Schuyler, N. B. (1987). Title VII; 1986-87 final 
technical report (Publication Number Hb.Zij). Austin, IX: 
Austin Independent School District, Office of Research and 
Evaluation. 

Appendix A - Language Assessment Battery (LAB) found in Publication 
Number 86.25 provides information on this additional language proficiency 
test given to LEP students at the secondary level. 
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